4876

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

BEFORE THE WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND
TRANSPORTATI ON COVM SSI ON

In the Matter of the Continued )

Costing and Pricing of ) Docket No. UT-003013
Unbundl ed Network El ements and ) Volune XLI

Transport and Term nati on. ) Pages 4876 to 5064

)

A hearing in the above matter was held on My
10, 2002, at 9:00 a.m, at 1300 South Evergreen Park
Drive Sout hwest, Room 206, O ynpia, Washington, before
Adm ni strative Law Judge LAWRENCE BERG and DR. DAVID
GABEL.

The parties were present as foll ows:

THE WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND TRANSPORTATI ON
COWM SSI ON, by MARY TENNYSON, Assistant Attorney
Ceneral, 1400 South Evergreen Park Drive Sout hwest, Post
O fice Box 40128, O ynpia, Washington, 98504-0128,
Tel ephone (360) 664-1187, Fax (360) 586-5522, E-Mil
nt ennyson@wt c. wa. gov.

WORLDCOM I NC., by M CHEL SI NGER- NELSON,
Attorney at Law, 707 - 17th Street, Suite 4200, Denver,
Col orado 80202, Tel ephone (303) 390-6106, Fax (303)
390- 6333, E-mail m chel.singer nel son@wcom com

VERI ZON NORTHWEST, |NC., by JENN FER L.
MCCLELLAN, Attorney at Law, Hunton and WIIlianms, 951
East Byrd Street, Richnmond, Virginia 23219, Tel ephone
(804) 788-8200, Fax (804) 788-8218, E-Mil
jcel el | an@unt on. com

QNEST CORPORATI ON, by LI SA ANDERL and ADAM
SHERR, Attorneys at Law, 1600 Seventh Avenue, Suite
3206, Seattle, Washington 98191, Tel ephone (206)
345-1574, Fax (206) 343-4040, E-mmil |anderl @west.com

Joan E. Kinn, CCR, RPR
Court Reporter
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1 COVAD COVMUNI CATI ONS COWMPANY, by MEGAN
DOBERNECK, Attorney at Law, 7901 Lowy Boul evard,

2 Denver, Col orado 80230, Tel ephone (720) 208-3636, Fax
(720) 208-3256, E-mail ndoberne@ovad. com
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Direct Examination by Ms. Nel son
Cross- Exani nation by Ms. Ander!l
Cross- Exam nation by Ms. Tennyson
Exam nati on by Judge Berg
Redi rect Examination by M. Nel son
Recr oss- Exam nation by Ms. Ander!|

Redi rect Examination by Ms. Nel son

M CHAEL LEHVKUHL
Direct Examination by Ms. Nel son

Cross- Exani nation by M. Sherr

Rl CHARD CABE
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JOHN C. DONOVAN
Di rect Exami nation by Ms. Doberneck
Cross- Exani nati on by Ms. Ander!l
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Exami nati on by Judge Berg
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PROCEEDI NGS
JUDGE BERG This is a continued hearing in
Docket Nunber UT-003013. M name is Lawence Berg. [|'m
the presiding officer in this case. Al counsel present
have previously entered appearances. There are no
prelimnary matters to di scuss today, so we will resune
the hearing with the testinony of WorldComwitness Sid

Morri son.

(The followi ng exhibits were identified in
conjunction with the testinony of SID MORRI SON.)

Exhibit T-2270 is Direct Testinony of Sid
Morrison. Exhibit C 2271 is Spreadsheets show ng
revisions to Qvwest Cost Studies. Exhibit T-2272,
CT-2272 is Confidential Supplenental Testinony of Sid
Morrison. Exhibit 2273 is Quest Response to Worl dCom
Dat a Request No. 02-352. Exhibit 2274 is Qmest Response
to Worl dCom Dat a Request No. 02-353. Exhibit 2275,
C-2275 is Qnest Response to Worl dCom Data Request No.
02- 354 and Confidential Attachment. Exhibit 2276,
C-2276 is Qunest Response to Worl dCom Data Request No.
02-355 and Confidential Attachnment A Exhibit 2277 is
Qnvest Response to Worl dCom Dat a Request No. 02- 356.
Exhi bit 2278 is Qwest Response to Wrl dCom Data Request

No. 02-357. Exhibit 2279 is Quest Response to Worl dCom
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Data Request No. 02-358. Exhibit 2280 is Qwest Response
to Worl dCom Dat a Request No. 02-359. Exhibit 2281 is
Qnest Response to Worl dCom Dat a Request No. 02-362.

Exhi bit 2282 is Quwest Response to Worl dCom Data Request
No. 02-363. Exhibit 2283 is Qwest Response to Worl dCom
Dat a Request No. 02-364. Exhibit 2284 is Qwmest Response
to Worl dCom Dat a Request No. 02-365. Exhibit 2285 is
Quest Response to Worl dCom Dat a Request No. 02- 366.

Exhi bit 2286 is Quest Response to Worl dCom Data Request
No. 02-367. Exhibit 2287 is Quest Response to Worl dCom
Dat a Request No. 02-368. Exhibit 2288 is Qwmest Response
to Worl dCom Dat a Request No. 02-369. Exhibit 2289 is
Qnest Response to Worl dCom Dat a Request No. 02-370.

Exhi bit 2290 is Qwvest Response to Worl dCom Dat a Request
No. 02-371. Exhibit 2291, C-2291 is Qwest Response to
Wor | dCom Dat a Request No. 02-282 and Confi denti al
Attachnment A,  Exhibit 2292 is WrldCom s Response to
Qnest Data Request No. 16. Exhibit 2293 is Worl dConi s
Response to Qwest Data Request No. 17. Exhibit 2294 is
Wor |l dComl s Response to Qmest Data Request No. 20.

Exhi bit 2295 is WrldConml s Response to Qunest Data
Request No. 21. Exhibit 2296 is WrldCom s Response to
Qnest Data Request No. 22. Exhibit 2297 is Worl dComi s
Response to Qwest Data Request No. 23. Exhibit 2298 is

Worl dCom s Response to Qumest Data Request No. 24.
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Exhibit 2299 is Wrl dCom s Response to Qnest Data
Request No. 25. Exhibit 2300 is Worl dConls Response to
Qnest Data Request No. 26. Exhibit 2301 is WorldCon s
Response to Qwest Data Request No. 27. Exhibit 2302 is
Wor | dComl s Response to Qaest Data Request No. 28.

Exhi bit 2303 is WrldConls Response to Qunest Data
Request No. 29. Exhibit 2304 is WorldConls Response to
Staff Data Request No. 15. Exhibit 2305 is Worl dCon s
Response and Suppl enental Response to Staff DR No. 16.
Exhi bit 2306 is WorldConls Response and Suppl enent al

Response to Staff DR No. 17.

JUDGE BERG M. Morrison, if you will please

stand and rai se your right hand.

Wher eupon,
SI D MORRI SON,
havi ng been first duly sworn, was called as a w tness

herein and was exanm ned and testified as foll ows:

JUDGE BERG  Thank you, sir.

DI RECT EXAMI NATI ON
BY MS. NELSON:

Q Good norning, M. Mrrison.
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A. Good nor ni ng.

Q Coul d you pl ease state your nane and busi ness
addr ess.

A I"m Sidney O Morrison, and my business

address is 10176 Savannah Sparrow Way, Hi ghl ands Ranch
Col orado 80129.

Q Did you file testinmony on behalf of WrldCom
in this case?

A Yes, | did.

Q And is that direct testinony and suppl ement al

testi mony?

A Yes, it is.

Q And there were attachnents to that testinony?
A Correct.

Q Those docunents have been marked T-2270,

CT-2270 all the way through, or | guess actually CT-2272
is the only confidential testinony plus a confidentia
spreadsheet, but all the way through C-2291. Do you
have any changes to that testinobny at this tinme?

A Yes, | do, | have one change on ny direct
testi mony, page 17, lines 16 through 20. There may be
sonme pagi nation differences on ny sheet, | seemto have
noticed it yesterday. And | would like to change to
delete at line 16 where it says:

I think we put EASE in --- back in the



4888

1 early 1991-92 time frame, and over that

2 length of tinme, we have built in a

3 l[ittle over 1,000 edits, so once that

4 service order is typed in and it's typed

5 in correctly, then this is where the 99%
6 flow through is achieved.

7 | would like to delete that and add from
8 docunment -- get the nunber off of it.

9 Q Is it the FCC transcript?

10 A. Yeah, of the OSS forum it is, and we pick up
11 at page 85 that is marked -- it's the only narked one

12 have the page nunber.

13 DR. GABEL: The exhi bit nunber?
14 THE WTNESS: In the exhibits, yes.
15 DR. GABEL: What's the exhibit nunber for the

16 transcript?

17 MS. ANDERL: 2293, Your Honor
18 THE W TNESS: Yeah
19 JUDGE BERG All right, Exhibit 2293 is a

20 Qnest cross exhibit; is that correct?

21 MS. ANDERL: Yes.

22 A And | would like to insert instead in
23 Qur consumer EASE product permits a 99%
24 flow through of all service orders that

25 are entered by all residential or
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custoner retail operations. W would
expect the same flow through froma
trai ned CLEC service rep

BY MS. NELSON

Q And that's a direct quote fromthat exhibit?
A Yes, it is.
JUDGE BERG All right, | need sone help just

finding it on page 85. Approximtely where in the page
is that, sir?

THE W TNESS: Just bel ow the middle, the
first sentence in the paragraph says, our consumer EASE

JUDGE BERG. Yes, | do see that

THE WTNESS: And that four |ine paragraph is
what |'mreplacing, replacing the four lines in the
testimony with four lines in this docunent.

JUDGE BERG All right.

And then, counsel, just to -- | did have a
question as to which version of M. Mrrison's testinony
| should be marking as T-2270, and as | expl ai ned
yesterday, | conplicated the choice by detaching the
testinmonies fromthe transmttal cover sheets. In
| ooki ng at the version that | thought was the correct
version, |ooking at page 17, the start of the passage
that M. Morrison is referring to at line 16, does that

start in the mddle of line 16 on page 177
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1 MS. NELSON:  Yes.

2 JUDGE BERG. Commenting on how?

3 MS. NELSON: Yes.

4 JUDGE BERG Okay, got it, all right.

5 MS. NELSON: It's actually on my version it's
6 line 15, the mddle of line 15 is where it starts,

7 commenti ng on how.

8 JUDGE BERG. Commenting on howis on |line 15
9 in your version?

10 M5. NELSON. Yes.

11 JUDGE BERG: All right.

12 MS. NELSON: And then it goes down through
13 line 20.

14 JUDGE BERG. All right, I will have to find

15 the line 15 version.

16 MS. TENNYSON: | have two versions, and

17 they're both in the mddle of Iine 15.

18 M5. ANDERL: Your Honor, | know for a fact

19 that we made a note on it. |'mworking off of the one
20 that was provided on the 28th of March when Worl dCom

21 corrected their testinony.

22 MS. NELSON: And that's what |'m working from
23 as wel |

24 JUDGE BERG All right, because both --

25 MS. ANDERL: But there's no indication on the
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testinony that it is the revised version. | only know
because we hand wote a note on the cover page the day
we received it

JUDGE BERG Well, this seens |ike probably
as good a benchmark as any. | have two versions, and in
both of my versions the sentence begi nning commenting on
how in one version starts on line 16, and in the other
version it begins on line 17, so there will be a line 15
versi on sonewhere. Maybe one easy way to resolve this
is on a break, Ms. Singer-Nelson, if you have a clean
copy that doesn't have your notes, | can make a copy.

O herwi se, we can nake some arrangenents.

MS. NELSON:  Okay.

JUDGE BERG All right.

MS. NELSON: Are you | ooking at the
proprietary or non-proprietary version?

JUDGE BERG Oh, | always | ook at proprietary
versi ons.

MS. NELSON: Good, okay, | thought maybe that
was an expl anati on.

MS. TENNYSON: Just to clarify, we do have
proprietary and non-proprietary versions of this
testinony or not? | thought you said we don't. | just
don't know what --

MS. NELSON: The attachnment is proprietary,
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the testinony itself is not proprietary.

JUDGE BERG All right.

MS. NELSON: And so the front page says
proprietary on it if the attachment is proprietary.

MS. TENNYSON:. Ckay.

JUDGE BERG And the reason for conducting
this discussion on the record was just in case other
counsel had simlar questions.

VWhat | would request is that with regards to
the strike and insertion with regards to T-2270, even
t hough we're picking up | anguage out of another exhibit
that's been marked for the proceedi ng 2293 at page 85,
what | would [ike is to have an errata sheet subnmitted,
and the errata to Morrison direct testinmony will be
mar ked as Exhibit 2307. Let's be off the record for a
second.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDCGE BERG: The errata to direct testinony
of M. Mrrison will be marked as Exhibit E-2270.

BY MS. NELSON:

Q M. Morrison, do you have any other changes
to your testinony?

A No, that's all.

Q Is it otherwise true and correct to the best

of your know edge and belief?
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A Yes, it is.
MS. NELSON: | nove for the admi ssion of
T-2270 through C 2291.
MS. ANDERL: No objection
JUDGE BERG. All right, and that will include
E- 2270, those exhibits are adnmitted.
MS. NELSON: Thank you. M. Morrison is

avai |l abl e for cross.

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON
BY MS. ANDERL:

Q Good norning, M. Mrrison

Good nor ni ng.

Q I'"mLisa Anderl, one of the attorneys for
Quest, | will be asking you sone questions today.

MS. ANDERL: First, Your Honor, | would Iike
to address the cross-exanination exhibits and offer sone
of those and sinmply get those out of the way. | don't
know i f Ms. Singer-Nelson has had a chance to review
those and can stipulate to their adm ssion

MS. NELSON: | can stipulate to their
admi ssi on.

MS. ANDERL: Okay. The only ones | want to
offer at this time are 2292, 2293, which is the

transcri pt we were just talking about, 2295, 2296, 2298
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1 and 2299.

2 JUDGE BERG  All right, Exhibits 2292, 2293,

3 2295, 2296, 2298 and 2299 are admitted.

4 MS. ANDERL: Thank you.

5 BY MS. ANDERL:

6 Q M. Morrison, have you testified in

7 Washi ngt on before?

8 A No, | have not.

9 Q Can you describe for me what, if anything
10 you did to fam liarize yourself wi th Washi ngton cost
11 dockets or cost docket orders before testifying here
12 t oday?

13 A | read the testinmny of the Qmest witnesses
14 whi ch have gone before and reviewed the cost study

15 subm tted by Quest and all the associ ated docunentation

16 Q And that's in this phase of the proceeding?
17 A That's correct.

18 Q Okay. And when you say you reviewed the cost
19 study, are you referring to Ms. MIlion's nonrecurring

20 cost study?

21 A Correct.

22 Q You didn't review any of the other cost
23 st udi es?

24 A No, | don't believe | did.

25 Q Okay. Did you read the discovery responses
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that Qwest provided to Worl dCom s data requests?

A Yes, | did.

Q Okay. And did you also read Wrl dConm s
responses to Qmest's data requests to the best of your
recol | ection?

A I did.

Q M. Morrison, you filed two pieces of
testi mony here for purposes of this proceeding; did you

draft that testinony?

A Yes, | did.

Q And did you prepare your own exhibits?
A Yes.

Q Were you assisted by anyone in that

pr eparation?

A Yes, | was, M. Gose, Peter Gose.
Q And what did M. Gose do to assist you?
A M. Cose helped with the analysis of the

nonrecurring cost study.

Q How di d he hel p?

A He assisted nme working ny way through the
process that the study uses. He showed ne how, in this
particul ar case, how the math function, where the
information is located. | did the interpretation of a
| arge part of the information, nost of the information

in the cost study.
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Q Prior to your review of Quest's cost study in
this proceedi ng, had you reviewed a nonrecurring cost

study prepared by an |LEC?

A Yes, | have.

Q I n what context?

A. Simlar circunstances, simlar types of cost
st udi es.

Q I would Iike to ask you about the correction

or change you made to your testinony where you struck a
guote on page 17 and inserted sone new | anguage, why did
you nake that change?

A I had nultiple pieces of information on the
i ssue, and when | prepared nmy testinmony, in the process
of sorting out the data, | referred to one docunent,
being the one | have here, and took the quote from
anot her. Now they both have very sinmilar information in
it, so for the sake of conveni ence and accuracy as far
as the relationship between the docunments, | took a
simlar quote that addressed the sane issue out of the
current docunment and inserted it in place of what | will
call an incorrect quote for purposes here.

Q And did you identify that as an issue after
you read one of Qmest's w tnesses' testinony, or was
there sone other way that you | earned that you needed to

make that correction?
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A No, as a matter of fact, | found it | believe
yesterday sonetime or day before yesterday goi ng through
the testinmony and suddenly realizing that the quote in
the testimony didn't match the quote that | expected to
see in the document that was filed.

Q Did you read Ms. Al bersheim s testinony in
thi s docket?

A. Yes, | did.

Q Do you recall Ms. Albersheimstating that she
had reviewed the FCC transcript and at that time was
unable to find the quote that you attributed to
Ms. Hamm?

A | renmenber that particular part of her
testi nony; however, it didn't ring true as an issue,
because | didn't know to what extent she nmmy have
searched for it.

Q Then when you checked yoursel f, you found

that, in fact, her testinmony was accurate; is that

right?

A Yes, | did.

Q Have you tal ked to Ms. Hamm about the EASE
syst en?

A No, | have not.

Q Is it correct that the flow through that

Sout hwestern Bell was referring to in Ms. Hammi s
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testinony is flow through of the ordering process only
and not provisioning?

A Yes, that's true, and to that point, the
reason | used it as -- for denonstration purposes was to
illustrate that in a systemit's capable to work --
capable -- you are capable of arriving at a high
percentage of flow through with very little nanua
intervention. | wanted to illustrate that there is the
capability to do just that.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, | would nove to
strike the response after yes. That was not a question
that called for an explanation. It was sinply a yes or
no question.

MS. NELSON: Judge, | think M. Morrison was
responding to the question. He said yes, and then he
provi ded explanation. Qwest's witnesses do that all the
time, and | didn't see that there was anything
nonresponsive to his response.

JUDGE BERG: All witnesses do this all the
time. | think the extra response was in the context of
the question that was asked. The objection is
overrul ed.

MS. NELSON: Thank you.

BY MS. ANDERL:

Q M. Morrison, would you agree that the
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ordering process and the provisioning process are two
separate processes?

A Yes, | would, very separate.

Q And it is appropriate to distinguish between
ordering and provisioning in certain instances when
you' re tal king about flow through? |In other words, you
could have flow through for one process but not the
ot her?

A If you -- yes, there are those occasions
where you would differentiate between the ordering
process and the provisioning process.

Q And, in fact --

A However, that is fromwhat | consider to be
past net hods of operation, not forward | ooki ng nmet hods
of operation. |If you |ook at what the capabilities are
today with systens and integration systens, you find
that those two processes begin to nmerge. They merge in

a nunber of service offerings as wire line as well as

Wi rel ess.
Q M. Morrison, let's look at a sinple order
for plain old tel ephone service, if you will. Is it

correct that if an order is placed by a CLEC for POTS
either via UNE-P or resale, that order could fail to
flow through the ordering process if the CLEC submtted

an order with errors on it?
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A That would be true if -- if there are errors
on the order received fromthe CLEC.

Q Is it also true that the order would not flow
t hrough the ordering process if the order was submtted
manual ly via facsimle or mail?

A. As far as the initial receipt of the order
yes, you would not flow from any mechani zed interface or
system that delivers the service request fromthe CLEC.
But there is a point of input to your process within the
I LEC, and fromthat point forward, then you are in the
ordering and provisioning node that |ILECs |ike Qnest
use.

| understand fromthe testinony given here
that the assunption is that we have a perfect order, so
to speak, at the point of input when Qrmest starts their
ordering provisioning process. |If you go to
Ms. MIlion's testinony, she indicates --

M5. ANDERL: Your Honor, |'m going to ask
that the witness be stopped in his response and noved to
strike. This is totally unresponsive. | did not ask
for an explanation, nor do | think that the question
once answered warranted this additional dialogue.

JUDGE BERG. There was sonme expl anation after
the answer which was appropriate. The additiona

reference to the testinmony, to Ms. Mrrrison's
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1 testinony --

2 MS. NELSON: Ms. MIlion
3 JUDGE BERG -- probably takes the response a
4 little off base, M. Mrrison. Your counsel wll have

5 an opportunity to ask you questions on redirect.

6 | do want to make it clear to everyone here
7 that | want to hear information explaining responses.
8 We are not going to change the process of this hearing

9 on the last day, and this is for witnesses as well as

10 for counsel. However, the purpose of this hearing is to
11 provide information to the Bench that will be hel pfu
12 for maki ng a decision. | expect that counsel will be

13 under st andi ng of the need for w tnesses to explain

14 responses, and | expect witnesses to exercise a little
15 bit of self restraint and just understand that a

16 guestion requires an answer and an expl anation but that
17 it's not an opportunity to otherwi se engage in a roam ng

18 conversation

19 THE W TNESS: Yes, sir, thank you.
20 JUDGE BERG All right, thank you, sir
21 MS. ANDERL: Thank you, Your Honor, it's

22 certainly not nmy intent to cut off or preclude a
23 | egiti mate expl anati on of an answer.
24 JUDGE BERG. We know that often these sorts

25 of issues, if they're not addressed, if they're not
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1 expl ai ned when asked, will just result in extensive

2 redirect, and it's partly in the interests of an

3 efficient proceeding, and it's not intended to either

4 di sadvant age or advantage either party.

5 MS. NELSON: Thank you, Judge.

6 BY MS. ANDERL

7 Q M. Morrison, one final question for now on
8 the flow through issues. |Is it your understandi ng that

9 the EASE, E-A-S-E, systemreferred to by Southwestern

10 Bell is an ordering systemfor residential POTS service
11 only?

12 A No, | don't understand it to be that at all
13 | understand that it is nowin use with the CLECs, that

14 they are using it as an ordering system

15 Q Ri ght, for residential POTS service?
16 A At | east that.
17 Q M. Morrison, let me ask you a little bit

18 nor e about your background. You stated in your
19 testinmony that you went to Malaysia to help build a CLEC

20 network; is that right?

21 A Yes, | did.
22 Q Wi ch CLEC?
23 A. The marketing name of the CLEC there was a

24 conpany called di Ax, D-1-A-X

25 Q D1 capital?
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A. No, D small, A capital

Q Lower case D, |lower case |, Capital A --

A Capital A

Q -- lower case X

A Lower case X, yes.

Q Are they still in business in Mlaysia?

A Yes, they are.

Q How many custonmers were intended to be served

by the network that you helped to build?

A Would be in the -- in the end hundreds of
t housands.

Q Less than a mllion?

A Probably not, it could approach a mllion or
i n excess.

Q Wreless or wire |ine?

A Bot h.

Q On page 4 of that sane testinony, you

i ndi cate what | now believe to be the sane conpany that
you worked for in Malaysia as a business that you went

to work for in Switzerland; is that right?

A Yes.
Q Di Ax?
A. Ch, excuse ne, | gave you the incorrect name

of the conpany in Ml aysia, Maxus, Maxus. M m nd was

in Europe, and you were in Ml aysi a.
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1 Q I would prefer to be with you. Can you spell

2 the nane of that Ml aysi an CLEC?

3 A M A-X- U- S.

4 Q Are they still in business?

5 A. Yes, they are.

6 Q And then in Switzerland, you went to work

7 hel pi ng a conpany by the name of di Ax that we just

8 spel | ed?

9 A That's right.

10 Q Al right. Are they still in business?
11 A Yes, they are.

12 Q Okay.

13 A Oh, excuse nme, they are and they are not.

14 They were bought out by Sunrise in approximtely

15 Novenmber of 2000.

16 Q Is Sunrise still in business?
17 A Yes, they are.
18 Q And was -- let ne back up. In Ml aysia, were

19 you constructing a network fromthe ground up, or were

20 you working to augnment an existing network?

21 A Ground up.

22 Q What about in Switzerl and?

23 A. G ound up.

24 Q And was it for purposes of business in that

25 country, in Swtzerland?
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A Correct.

Q And how many custonmers were intended to be
served by the network that you hel ped work on?

A The forecasts that we were working from
pushed us in the total network services for the ending
roughly 2000, sonewhere in the nei ghborhood of about
500, 000 customers.

Q Do you know how many custoners Maxus

currently serves?

A No, | don't.

Q Appr oxi matel y?

A Based on projections that | saw when | |eft,
assum ng that they met their business plan, | would say
probably two million, a mllion and a half, two mllion

Q For what reason do you assune that they net

their busi ness pl ans?
A I don't know that they didn't, but | don't

know that they did.

Q Do you know how many custoners di Ax currently
serves?
A No, | don't, because it rolled over into

Sunrise and then a |l ot of network configurations took
pl ace, and then the custoners were sort of in the
conbi nati on networKk.

Q Are you appearing here today, M. Morrison,
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as a costing expert?

A No, not fromthe perspective of costing of
any kind of economic analysis, but fromthe perspective
of the network architecture, the OSS' s that support
provi sioning, and the work tasks and work itenms wi thin
those tasks and tines that make up the cost study, in
ot her words, the things that initiate the cost in the
cost study.

Q O her than the experience that you descri bed
earlier in reviewing |ILEC nonrecurring cost studies, in
ot her words, Qwest's nonrecurring cost study for the
purpose of this proceeding and simlar prior
proceedi ngs, do you have any other experience review ng
| LEC cost studies?

A. Are you tal king about my experience within
the last year and a half since | went to work for QSI
is that where we're headed?

Q ' m aski ng you whet her you have any
experience in reviewing | LEC cost studies other than you
have al ready described in answer to ny prior questions?

A Yes, | have revi ewed some Verizon cost
studies. | reviewed other Qmest cost studies
specifically in New Mexico, Colorado.

Q And the New Mexico and Col orado cost studies,

were those both the nonrecurring cost studies?
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A Yes.
Q And the Verizon cost studies, what types of

cost studi es were those?

A Nonr ecurri ng.
Q Any ot her experience?
A. W sconsin, New Jersey, to name a couple off

the top of my head right now.

Q Al'l nonrecurring cost studies?
A Yes.
Q Do you have any experience with the

devel opnent of TELRI C costing nodel s?

A No, | don't.

Q Do you have any experience or expertise in
knowi ng whether certain costs incurred by an | LEC or
projected to be incurred are shared costs, direct costs,
or conmon costs?

A No, | don't.

Q And do you have any experience or expertise
i n knowi ng whether such costs are properly recoverable

under a TELRI C anal ysi s?

A The ones that you just specifically nanmed?
Q Yes.

A No, | don't.

Q

You may want to | ook at your testinony for

these foll owi ng references, your Decenber testinony that
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is Exhibit 2270. You make a number of references to the
nost efficient technol ogy avail able. Specifically on
page 7, lines 11 and 12, you say, the nost efficient
t el ecommuni cati ons technol ogy currently avail able; on
page 8, line 11, you reference the nost efficient
technol ogy avail abl e, and again on that page at |lines 18
and 19. Can you pl ease explain what you nean by the
nost efficient technol ogy avail abl e?

A In this case, I'mreferring to technol ogy
that's used in all of the facets of ordering and
provi sioning fromyou receive the order fromthe
custoner to handover of conpleted service to the
customer. The technol ogies that revol ve around not only
the Legacy systems but new technol ogy, forward | ooking
technol ogy, that has the ability to take over control of
those systens, | ook at technol ogy that goes out into the
field to central offices, to SAl's, FDI's, cross connect
field, cross connect points, and inprove the

capabilities at those points.

Q What do you nmean by nost efficient?
A The nost efficient would be the best
avai |l abl e technology at the tine that will inprove the

processes and are reasonable to install and beconme part
of the process, in other words, the capabilities that

you can put in place but may not have yet gotten to.
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Q You haven't yet, M. Morrison, nentioned
anyt hi ng about the cost of that technol ogy. Wen you
say the nost efficient technol ogy avail able, do you nean
to include a consideration that that technology is also
on bal ance the | east cost, or are you not considering
t hat el ement ?

A Having installed sone of that type of
technol ogy, | have sonme understandi ng of how t he cost
functions. To say specifically that it would be cost
effective in Qnest's circunstances, what | would say is
you have to at |east consider it, you have to at |east
apply it to your processes and nmeke that determ nation.
I would say based on ny experience since these systens
are very nmuch scal able, that yes, there probably is sonme
of this technology that you can certainly use.

Al so, the technology itself, as it becones
enbedded in networks, the cost begins to descend. The
typi cal cost of electronics, the difference in the cost
of a VCR 15 years ago and a VCR today. So the downward
spiraling cost nakes this nore and nore effective, but
you can never generate the downward spiraling cost
Wi thout initiating the process, in other words,
installing the equipnent, enbedding it in your network

Q Have you included in your testinony anywhere

any specific cost analysis with regard to the benefits
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or efficiencies or costs associated with the nost
ef ficient technology that you just described? In other
wor ds, have you quantified the costs of the technol ogy?

A To quantify the costs of the -- to answer
your question, no. To quantify the costs of the
technol ogy would require that you get into the user of
the technology, in this case it would be Qwest, and have
access to a heck of a lot of information that | just
don't have access to today before you could ever nmke
that determ nation. And you would -- and it would al so
require an effective business plan to be witten to
i mpl enent that type of technol ogy.

Q M. Morrison, could you flip in your
testi nony, thank you for that explanation by the way,
could you turn in your testinony to page 11

A I'"mthere.

Q And t hank you, by the way, for spelling out
the acronyns that you used in that section of your
testinmony. You discuss there a nunber of OSS pl atforns

starting at line 12; is that correct?

A Yes, it is.

Q Do we have the sane pagi nati on?

A I think so.

Q Exanpl es of these OSS platforns include?
A Yes.
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Q Ckay. | want to wal k you through each one of
these and ask you a couple of questions about each of
them and | want to ask you, so you know, whether each
of these is in your mnd efficient technol ogy and
whet her you are aware of whether or not Qwmest has this
technol ogy or OSS capability in its network today; is
that fair?

A Sounds good.

Q Al'l right, good. The first bullet point on
line 13 is work and force adm nistration control or is
sonmething that we refer to as WWA/C, is this in your
mnd an efficient or forward | ooki ng technol ogy for OSS?

A Yes, it is.

Q And to your know edge, does Qwmest enpl oy

WFA/C in its operations?

A It does.
Q What about WFA/ DI, does it --
A To the best of ny know edge, they do as wel

enploy that, and it is efficient OSS.

Q What about WFA/ DO?

A I would agree to that.

Q What about the acronymall caps MARCH
M A-R-C-H, nmenory admi nistration and |I believe the rest
of the acronymthe R may stand -- RC may stand for

recent change?
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1 A. Yes, they either use a MARCH or a very
2 simlar system and those types of systens, as typically
3 as Qnest deploys its systens, they are for the nobst part
4 I woul d agree very forward | ooking individual stand
5 al one systens.
6 Q And what about the provisioning anal yst work
7 station or PAWS, P-A-WS?
8 A Yes, | would agree with that.
9 Q And the last two, SWTCH, S-WI-T-CH, is
10 that forward | ooking and enpl oyed by Qwest?
11 A Yes, those two | believe are enpl oyed hy
12 Qnest, and | would agree that those two as well as al
13 that went before are very much forward | ooki ng OSS.
14 They do not incorporate additional concepts that are
15 avail abl e now and systens applications that in the end
16 can integrate these systens.
17 What | propose with some of the term nol ogy
18 that | have used in nmy testinony is not that these
19 systens are not 100% effective as they stand, but that
20 there's technol ogy available that inproves their
21 performance trenendously. It integrates the systens,
22 and it al so manages the business process. You can
23 integrate systens with a nunber of interfaces systemto
24 system but you also have to gain control over the

25 busi ness process that manages these systems. Work flow
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managers, work flow engines, those are the latest in
t echnol ogy.

| have depl oyed some of these systens, well
one of these systens in Switzerland, and it integrates
t he busi ness process in all of the systenms such that the
nyriad of systens that nmke up the provisioning process
now begin to appear as one, and we ninim ze the nanua
tasks involved in taking information from one system
duplicating it in another, with interfaces, by
standardi zing interfaces in systens.

So you have an application that basically
sets above these as a high |level control application,
and basically you take your business process, programit
in as an algorithm it begins to take over control of
your business. It also conpresses your organization, it
al l ows your organization to becone narrower in scope.
You take -- departnents begin to di sappear because the
processes that they manage are integrated into a single
system

And as your business process changes --

JUDGE BERG | think you -- | understand the
poi nt you're nmaking, that this is the distinction you
meke regarding an efficient system and |I'm cogni zant
that while this is related, | think you have nade that

point, and I want to be fair to counsel and invite your
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attorney to follow up if other information is necessary.

THE W TNESS: Ckay, thank you.

JUDGE BERG  Thank you for that explanation
of your concept of efficiency in the context of those
syst ens.

THE W TNESS: Yes, sir
BY MS. ANDERL:

Q M. Morrison, | have sone questions to cone
here about sone specific recommendati ons that you make.
Before we get to that, | would like to clarify your
general recomendation to the Conmi ssion. And on pages
7 and 8 of your Exhibit 2270, it appears as though you
are sinply recommendi ng the Conmmi ssion require Quest to
refile its cost studies based on sonme of the adjustnents
that you provide here. 1Is that your reconmendation, or
alternatively, and let nme give you the foll ow up
guestion so that you can kind of respond, are you asking
the Commi ssion to order fromthis proceeding specific
new costs for Qwest based on your reconmmendations?

A I would recommend that new costs be devel oped
as a result of the considerations of these changes in
technol ogy that | have suggested so far as well as sone
ot her additional issues with -- that revol ve around the
current tinmes in the cost study.

Q Let's turn to your testinmony, please, at page
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26 and going on to 27, and then I will also want you to
have before you Exhibit 2271, which is your spreadsheet.
Do you have that?

A Yes, | do.

Q Did M. Gates assist you in the preparation
of this spreadsheet Exhibit 2271, or M. Gose rather?

A M. Gose, yes, he did.

Q Sorry, | misspoke. What exactly did he do;
did he just set it up for you, or did he perform other
functions as well?

A No, this particular spreadsheet | set up.

Q How di d he assist you then, just in the way
that you described earlier?

A. Yes, his role was to make sure that | really
under st ood the nuances of the cost study.

Q Now | et me just ask you, and | think | would
-- | may have been working off of a different version of
your testinony, because now ny pagination isn't matching
up.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, if | could just have

a monment to find my -- oh, here it is, never mnd.
BY MS. ANDERL:

Q M. Mrrison, let me just clarify sonething
with you. |If you | ook at page 27, line 5, you indicate

that you are recommending that a work time for testing a
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circuit be adjusted to ten mnutes. Do you see that?

A | see that.

Q Turn to the first page of Exhibit SLM1 or
Exhi bit 2271. On page 1, colum A, about hal fway down
there's the words test circuit in all capital letters;
is that right?

A Yes.

Q And as you follow that |ine across through
the various columms, is it correct that in your
spreadsheet you have actually adjusted the tine from 25
m nutes down to 12 1/2 and not 10?

A Yes, | see that.

JUDGE BERG Before you go on, I'msorry to
interrupt, is this also nunbered page 35 of 427

MS. ANDERL: It nmmy be in another version
Your Honor, of the testinony when it was paginated with
t he testinony.

JUDGE BERG All right.

MS. ANDERL: |Is that right, Mchel?

M5. NELSON:. Yes.

JUDGE BERG  Thank you.
BY MS. ANDERL:

Q Can you explain, M. Mrrison, the
di screpancy there?

A I think you have found an inconsistency in ny
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spreadsheet .

Q So if you had to correct one or the other
you would correct in colum F as far as you're concerned
and take that 12.5 and change it to 15; is that right?

A Yes.

Q Have you ever in your work history,

M. Morrison, tested a DS1 circuit?

A. Yes.

Q So you agree that testing of DS1 circuits is
appropriate, is that right, prior to delivery to the
cust oner ?

A Yes, testing is appropriate. Testing is one
of these things that all things having gone correctly
before is typically a very quick, efficient process.
Testing typically is extended when there are probl ens
t hat have gone before.

In the context of this cost study, the
assunptions that go into the Quest cost study are that
there are no problens ahead of the testing process. You
start off with a accurate order, and all of the
processes that take place up to turnover to the custoner
in the cost study are indicated to be perfect, and the
indication is that there are no charges for corrections
or changes or clearing troubles, those sorts of things,

in the cost study, and that's per Ms. MIllion's
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testi nony.

So that being correct, that we have a perfect
order and a relatively perfect process, when it conmes to
testing tinme, now we have -- we should have a test run
and it should be a very short duration test, because
there's nothing to clear up, we do not have problens.

Q What kind of a test or tests are necessary to
be run on a DS1 to ensure a good circuit for delivery?

A You may choose to run byte error tests, byte
error rate tests, protocol tests, there are an array of
tests. It would just be what is agreed on both
internally with Quest, what their policies are, as wel
as maybe any other external agreenents that m ght exist

in this case maybe with the CLEC

Q So a byte error rate test?

A That woul d be one.

Q And a protocol test?

A Potentially.

Q And a DS1 | oop has a certain set of technica

speci fications or paraneters that it has to neet; is

that right?
A That's correct.
Q | said |oop, strike that, | neant circuit;

woul d your answer be the sane?

A Loop, circuit, yes, they're both have
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requi renents.

Q And in your experience, are those standards
generally contained in tech pubs and ot her standards
type of publications?

A. You' re tal king about the testing or the

requirenents for the circuit or |oop?

Q The requirenents for the circuit or |oop
A. Yes.
Q And does a byte error rate test, does that

have to run for a specified period of tinme in order to
ensure that you have run the test appropriately and get

a valid result?

A Yes, it does.

Q How | ong typically does that test have to run
for?

A Agai n, that would depend a | ot on what the

provi der of the service, what error rate they want to
offer, so it would be a policy issue.

Q Is there a range that you can state, a
m ni mum of X nunber of mnutes or a maxi mum of X nunber
of m nutes?

A Ri ght off the top of ny head, | don't
remenber the tinme franes.

Q Woul d you accept subject to your check that

dependi ng on the technical specifications or paraneters
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desired that a byte error rate could be required to be

run for up to 20 or 30 ninutes?

A Coul d be.
Q M. Morrison, when you have the tine for ten
m nutes allowed to test the circuit, | would like to

explore with you a couple of areas in terns of what
exactly you include in that tinme period. Do you take
and include within the ten mnutes the tine it takes for
the tester to receive the order?

A. No, and it appears that fromthe i nfornation
provided in this cost study that the technician has
al ready received the order.

Q Where does it say that?

A. The technician is dispatched, so we're
| ooking at a field technician as an exanple, he's
di spatched with a packet of orders. |It's typically in
my experience that's the way it happens, and/or he's
receiving the order maybe over a mechani zed order
delivery systemthat typically stores and forwards the
i nformati on that the tech woul d have access to. |If the
tech is a central office based technician, he would
typically have the orders extracted froma OSS system
maybe a TIRK system probably in this case. |If it's say
a different type of circuit, it could come out of a

SW TCH system or the equivalent of what | used to cal
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or still do refer to an old Cosnp system

Q Do you include within that ten mnutes for
testing the tine it takes to set up prior to the test?

A VWhat woul d be your definition of set up?

Q Well, is there anything required for the
central office or field technician to do to get his or
her equi pnent ready to run the test required?

A Yes, there is, and there are a nunber of test
set varieties on the market today. They're designed
very specifically for the industry to accel erate these
types of task. Fluke, | think Hykem an, if | had access
to some reference material, | could probably come up
with a nunmber of other vendors that deal with small
programmabl e hand held test sets that technicians can
attach quickly to a circuit, quick set up tine, and

their very purpose is to do what we're tal ki ng about.

Q Sure.
A M nim ze the tine involvenment in testing.
Q And in your answer, you just used the phrase

set up tinme, and so when | ask you, did you include in
the ten mnutes the tine it takes to set up for the
test, can you now answer that yes or no?

A. Well, | did, but I don't necessarily
under stand what your definition of set up mght turn out

to be.
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Q But as you just used the phrase, you include

within that ten mnutes the tine it actually takes to

set up?
A Correct.
Q What about the time it takes to record the

results, do you include that within the ten mnutes for
testing the circuit?

A In today's world, a significant nunber of the
test sets available store that data for the technician

Q What about the tine it takes to comunicate
the results to anyone within Qwvest or at the CLEC, if
necessary, do you include that time within the ten
m nut es?

A. It is there, but probably because, well, not
probably, but because we're |ooking at a forward | ooking
network, it happens through different processes since
technicians today are typically in a forward | ooki ng
networ k di spatched with automatic comuni cati ons
systenms, for instance, w rel ess notebooks as an exanpl e,
that communicate with their test gear, then in turn can
comuni cate with the operational support system In
t hose scenarios, there -- that is the conmunications
mechani sm the operational support systens, which in
turn is -- would be the communi cation process or nethod

t hroughout the organi zation for provisioning ordering in
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this case.

Q And so you're making all of those assunptions
in your testinony that it's appropriate to include only
ten minutes for testing?

A. In this case on the average that woul d be
true.

Q And are you aware of whether or not all of
those wirel ess conmuni cati ons devices and automatic
transm ssion of information nmethods that you just

described are in place in Qvest's network with regard to

testing?

A I would say that nost |likely today there may
be sonme of themin the network. | would not expect to
see that they proliferate yet in Qvest's network. ['m

referring to these in the context of the forward | ooking
efficient OSS.

Q M. Morrison, | understand that your colum E
on this page, or rather this exhibit, is an adjustnment
to Quest's various work tinmes to reflect the elimnation
of all of the itens, work itenms, that are identified as
verify, validate, and check; is that right?

A That's correct.

Q And is it correct that you sinply took each
work itemidentified as a verified, validate, or check

work item and reduced the tine to zero?
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A That woul d be correct.

Q And in colum F you state that you nade an
adj ustnent to other work itemtines, and you adj usted
m nutes there. And in colum F at the top of the colum
it says see note 3, and if we go to note 3 on page 13,
it explains that those were work itens with tine
adj ustments other than those in note 2; is that correct?

A Yes, that is correct.

Q Can you point nme to anywhere in your
testi mony where you explain which work items you
adj usted and by how nuch and why you did those
adj ustmrents? And we can take that one at a tinme if you
want .

A. No, | don't explain all of -- all of the
adjustnents itemfor item but | do refer to
Ms. MIlion's testinony to arrive at the nethodol ogy to
use to extract that information. For instance, on her
testi mony on page, her rebuttal testinony, on page 12,
lines 6 through 14, Ms. MIlion indicates that the tines
reflect Qwest nonrecurring cost study assunptions. One
of the assunptions is that the order is a perfect order
and with the exception of fallout flow through
percentages for certain activities and do not incl ude
probl enms encountered during the work activities. And

she further says that this nmeans that the tines
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docunented do not reflect tinmes expected to be spent
when an order is supplenented or changed, redesigned,

nor do they reflect problenms or trouble at test with
systems or with custonmer, system bound tines or tines
spent resolving internal order flow problenms. They are
also not -- they also do not include -- they do not
include those tine estimates. And finally, she says the
time estimtes do not include any naintenance or repair
time.

If you look at the cost study under the
context of what she said there and then recognizes --
recogni zing that in Ms. Al bersheims testinony she
referred to the changes that | recommend as a direction
that Qwest is choosing to go in, she says that in page
7, lines 10 and 11 of rebuttal, she says that Qwest will
continue to inprove its OSS processes including flow
t hrough processes |ike those described by M. Morrison

Taki ng those things in context, if you're not
charging us, charging the CLECs, for the problens
i nduced by incorrect service orders, because now you're
sayi ng that you have received a perfect service order
then you' re saying that you recognize that the direction
you want to go in is toward the forward | ooki ng network
nost efficient OSS, then when |I | ook at the cost study

and | see terns |like review, validate, check, analyze,
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ask nmyself the question, why are we | ooking for troubles
if we just said there should not be any there, and why
are we charging anyone to | ook for those particul ar
troubl es.

| see those times that have been put in there
possibly for these types of tasks as maybe an attenpt to
recover the costs that are induced within the process hy
Qnest, because if you have a perfect order at the
begi nni ng of the process, then on flow through the only
probl ems that can be induced at that point are those
caused by test -- Qmest technicians or business
processes. So that's the reason | factored out all of
those types of issues.

Then to the colum F issue --

Q And that's what | was asking you about,

M. Morrison, thank you, because | understood colum E,
and so I'mreally interested in what you did for col umm
F

A. Okay. In colum F, if you goto -- | have to
remenber here a couple of exhibits.

Q And I'minterested in a general explanation
right now, M. Mrrison, because | amgoing to ask you
specifically about sonme adjustnents that you made in
colum F to sonme particular work itens in just a mnute.

A Okay. What | found when | started anal yzing
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it, and upon discovery --

Q It would be helpful to ne if you pointed to
me where you explained this in your testinony, because
that's really ny question, where can we tell in your
testi nony what you did to support the adjustnents in
col um F?

A | explainin my testinony all through it that
we are |ooking at obviously the forward | ooki ng network
and the nost efficient OSS, but | also inply that there
are problems with the tines submitted by the subject
matter experts. And the further | analyse those, the
nore -- the nore confusing it becane. Because | ran
across work itens that | have reduced the tines in
colum F that were not explanatory, there was not a
detailed information to tell you, to tell nme what we
were really doing in the process and what the tines
real ly neant.

Upon further analysis, what | found out is
that a particular statement for a work itemactually had
background activity going on that was not indicated. W
woul d have an activity with X nunmber of mnutes, yet we
woul d have behind it A and the only way | found this
was on di scovery | found a nunmber of other tasks, four
or five additional tasks that also included the same

term nol ogy that | reduced in colum E or elimnated in
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colum E.

JUDGE BERG M. Morrison, | just need to say
that this may be a reflection of ny own limtations, but
it's really nore helpful to me where it's clear how a
response relates to a question, and maybe my limts go
to about three sentences, conpound sentences with, you
know, some conmas and a col on and naybe even a coupl e of
sem col ons. But at some point, | |lose the context, and
I think you just need to trust Ms. Anderl and trust your
own counsel that if the context doesn't have a fair
chance to come out that they will fill it in. | have no
doubts at all that in your mnd it's all part of the
same issue, but it helps if it's in a nore of a question
and answer format for ne.

THE W TNESS: Okay, under stood.

JUDGE BERG All right, thank you, sir

THE W TNESS: Thank you.

MS. ANDERL: And, Your Honor, actually | have
now some questions about page 8 of this spreadsheet,
colum F, which | hope will help us devel op sone nore
clarity around those adjustnments in colum F. However,
in order to ask those questions, | do have to ask
M. Mrrison to get Ms. MIlion's nonrecurring cost
study, and | wonder if we could take a short break off

the record while he did that.
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1 JUDGE BERG Well, normally we woul d break at
2 about an hour and a half, and we're getting to that
3 poi nt, would you want to take our regular norning break
4 at this point in time, or do you want to get through
5 this piece of your cross-exam nation first?
6 MS. ANDERL: | was just hoping for three
7 m nutes for a health break, sorry, | drank too much
8 coffee this nmorning, and thought that we could get the
9 witness with his exhibit and then go right back to it,
10 and then I'"'mclose to the end of nmy cross.
11 JUDGE BERG There is no such thing as a
12 three m nute health break, but if you're getting close
13 to the -- when you say close to the end of your cross,

14 what are we tal king about just ball park?

15 MS. ANDERL: 15, 20 minutes. | don't mind
16 going -- | nean |'ll push through
17 JUDGE BERG Well, | tell you what, let's go

18 ahead and just take about a 3 plus 10 m nute break, and
19 so, you know, counsel should be settling back in right
20 at 10: 30, and several minutes after that we'll start. |
21 recogni ze it always takes several nminutes for us to

22 actual ly get going again

23 MS. ANDERL: Okay. |In order to start

24 efficiently, 1'mgoing to be |ooking at page 59 of 513

25 in the nonrecurring cost study.
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JUDCGE BERG And that is exhibit nunber?
MS. ANDERL: M exhibit list, Your Honor
it's TKM 29.
JUDGE BERG  Ckay.
MS. ANDERL: Yeah, it's the one that takes up
a whol e bi nder.
JUDGE BERG  Sure.
M5. NELSON: | don't have that one with ne.
MS. ANDERL: [It's 2023.
JUDGE BERG Yes, it is 2023
We'll be off the record.
(Recess taken.)
BY MS. ANDERL:
Q M. Morrison, on the break, you should have
-- well, 1 gave you a copy of Ms. MIlion's nonrecurring
cost study that's been admitted as an exhibit in this

proceedi ng. Do you have that docunent?

A Yes, | do.

Q And are you opened to page 359 of 513?

A Yes.

Q Was that the nonrecurring cost study that you

reviewed in the preparation of your Exhibit 22717
A | believe so.
Q And on that page 359, we have the

nonrecurring cost analysis for UNE-P POTS first |ine
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mechani zed new service install; is that right?
A That's correct.
Q And does that match up with the order

activity that you have set forth on your page 8 of your
spreadsheet Exhibit 22717

A Yes.

Q Now for this type of order activity, Quest
has not indicated that there are any work itens
necessary to verify, validate, or check any information;
is that right?

A If you look only at what's listed on this
page, you would be right.

Q And you did not, as a result, you did not
meke any adjustnments for a verify, validate, or check
type work itens in your colum E; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. The zeroes in that columm, just so
we're clear, the zeroes nean that you didn't nake any
adj ust nent s?

A That's right.

Q Okay. And then in colum F you nade
adj ustments, and the numbers in that colum indicate how
much tinme you took away; is that right?

A That woul d be right.

Q Let's look at the line itementitled
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di spatch; do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q And do you see it al so on page 359 of
Ms. MIlion's exhibit?

A Yes.

Q Col um B of your spreadsheet indicates that
there are six Qwest work itenms, correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And if you count themon Ms. MIlion's
exhibit, there are, in fact, six line items, right?

A Yes.

Q Qwest's nonrecurring work tine mnutes for
di spatch totals 6.37 minutes, right, per order?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And is it your understanding that the
way that 6.37 minutes is calculated is by applying
probabilities of varying degrees to work tinmes, sonme of
which are, well, which would total a | onger ampunt than
6. 37 m nutes?

A Yes, you're reducing that by the probability
of that event happening; that is correct.

Q And so your understanding is that Quest
assunes that these, all of these activities will happen,
but not on 100% of the orders 100% of the tine?

A That's correct.
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Q Now you reduced that work tine of 6.37
mnutes by 3.19 minutes; is that approximtely 50%

A Pretty close to 50% M intention was across
these tines to reduce those times by 50% And the
reason for that is that as | | ooked at the work
activities on the cost study, | began to get the
i mpression that there had to be sonething behind sone of
t hese descriptions, and so | did a discovery.

And take as an exanpl e under | oop
provi si oning center, average clearing tinme per RVA, on
di scovery | found that there were in the nei ghborhood of
five or six additional items behind that.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, it pains ne to
obj ect again, but I will. M. Mrrison is now
responding with information with regard to the | oop
provi sioning center, which is a work itemconpletely
separate fromthe dispatch work itens | was just asking
hi m about, and | do believe that this is sonething
that's nore appropriate for redirect, very off track
fromthe itens that | want to cover, and his information
that he is now providing is not related to ny questions
about the dispatch work itenmns.

JUDGE BERG. | think this goes again just a
little bit too far, M. Mrrison. This is sonething

counsel -- she wanted sone explanation, but she didn't
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want to hear everything about everything.
THE WTNESS: Well, | guess the kind of the
hazards of getting an engineer into a job, we have a

tendency to either sit here and not say hardly anything,

or we say al nost everything we know, and I fall in the
| atter category, | apol ogize.
JUDGE BERG. | understand, and | don't want

to inhibit you either fromsharing with us the benefit
of your experience and your work here.
THE W TNESS: Ckay, thank you.
BY MS. ANDERL:
Q M. Morrison, under the dispatch work
function, did you separately anal yze each and every one
of the six work itens that are listed in Qnmest's

nonrecurring cost study for dispatch?

A As best | could with the information
avail able, 1 did.
Q And did you make a separate judgnment for each

of those work itens whether it was appropriate to reduce
the work tinme or to reduce the probability or to reduce
both in some way to achieve a 50% reduction?

A No, | largely went with a 50% reducti on.

Q So, for exanple, on the nonrecurring cost
study where it says dispatch service order for |ine work

res, that's kind of an expansion of what | think the



4935

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

abbreviation is, but --

A Yes.
Q It says that Qwmest assunes five mnutes, and
it assunes that that will happen about a third of the

time, or the probability listed there is .32; is that

right?
A That's correct.
Q And then it also lists a second probability,

whi ch apparently provides a probability or a
rel ati onship of residential to business orders; is that
right, the .17

A. Yes, | see what you nean, yes.

Q Okay. And so the effective or applied tine
in mnutes is reduced for purposes of the cal culation of
the nonrecurring charge from5 mnutes down to .16
mnutes; is that right?

A. That's true.

Q And so based on your prior answer, is it
correct that you did not nmake an assessnent of whether
the five mnutes should be reduced to two and a hal f
m nutes or the probability nunmber one should be cut in
hal f or the probability nunber two should be cut in half
in each for purposes of reducing this work item by 50%

A That woul d be a correct characterization;

however, there are -- that's not really a -- my answer
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is really not conplete with just that. There were
reasons that | took the approach of reducing this by 50%
that are just not apparent when you | ook at the cost
study as it appears in front of us.

Q Ckay. Is that -- and are those reasons set
forth anywhere in your testinony that you can point ne
to?

A No, they're not, other than sonme of the
di scussion that | had about subject matter experts and
the characterization of the hazards of using subject
matter expert in this particular context. | believe
that there's a nmuch nore accurate nmethod to come up with
times. There's also within that nethod there is, and
that nmethod being really tinme and notion studies, within
that method, you have the ability to get ahold of all of
the nuances of the job and the tasks that are not
denonstrated in the very abbreviated description that we
have here

And what | nmean by those background tasks are
that a very brief description can include a considerable
nunber of other tasks that have just been sunmarized in
that particular form and those are the things that |
began to discover. | suspected those initially, then
upon discovery |I finally extracted the information that

I was | ooking for. And so then | knew that, for



4937
1 i nstance, behind the back of sone of these, those that |
2 found on discovery, there were additional tasks.
3 Knowi ng that, now | rmade the assunption that there very
4 wel | could be additional tasks |aying behind al nost any
5 one of these, so in ny mnd s eye at that point, | go,
6 this nost probably is off at |east 50%
7 Wt hout the ability to do in depth analysis
8 in all those additional processes that |lay behind a
9 single line description, it is very, very difficult to
10 get a handle on this cost study and conme up with any
11 kind of truly accurate answers to the tasks that are
12 bei ng perfornmed, because the tasks that are being
13 performed are not totally described in the cost study.
14 Q Thank you, M. Mbrrison, does that conplete
15 your answer?
16 A | think so.
17 Q I would Iike to ask you sonme questions about
18 your rebuttal testinony where you talk about, or your
19 suppl enental direct | guess is what it's called, and the
20 exhi bit nunmber is T-2272; do you have that?
21 A Yes, | do.
22 Q Now this is a short piece of testinony,
23 M. Mrrison, and that's good, because it does not have
24 any page nunbers on it.

25 A Okay.
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Q So turn to page third fromthe end.

JUDGE BERG Ms. Anderl, just let nme ask, is
that a confidential page?

MS. ANDERL: It is, and | think that it is
appropriately confidential, but I won't touch on that.

JUDGE BERG  COkay, thank you.

MS. ANDERL: In any way that inpacts that.
BY MS. ANDERL:

Q The first question and answer on that page
says, please describe the franmes group and the
activities it conducts. Are we there?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Now the discussion that takes place on
t hat page and onto the next page is, and let ne see if |
can sumuarize this correctly, it's your criticismof the
time estimate that Qwmest has provided for the tine it
takes to run junpers on a frame?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And, in fact, actually on the second
confidential page, second fromthe end, you indicate an
anount of time that you estinate is appropriate to run a
junmper, which is one mnute; is that right?

A That's correct.

Q Is that one junper or nore than one junper?

A In this case it's one junper
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Q One junper, one m nute?
A MM hm

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, just so you know, we
do not consider our four minute estimate to be
confidenti al

JUDGE BERG  Thank you.

MS. ANDERL: And | think that that makes that
whol e page not confidential. It certainly makes it
easier to talk about.

JUDGE BERG It does, thank you.

BY MS. ANDERL:

Q M. Morrison, you have run junpers; is that
right?

A Yes, | have.

Q Okay. And let nme ask you sone questions

about what you have included in your estimte of one

m nut e.
A All right.
Q Does your one mnute estimate include the

time it takes to get the order out of the order
provi si oni ng systenr

A Yes, it does.

Q And does it include the time it takes to read
t he order?

A Yes.
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Q Does it include the tine it takes to then
have the technician go to the main frane?

A Yes, it does.

Q Does it include the tinme it takes to have the
technician go to the wire reel and take the wire and
wal k to the appropriate frane |ocation?

A Yes, it does.

Q Does it include the tinme it takes for the
technician to | ocate the cross connect point for one end
of the junper?

A It does.

Q And does it include the tinme it takes the

technician to attach the wire at one end of the cross

connect ?
A Yes.
Q Does it include the tinme it takes for the

technician to locate the second | ocation for the cross

connect ?
A Yes.
Q Does it include the time that it takes to run

the wire through the wire trays to that second | ocation?
A Yes, it does.
Q Does it include the tine it takes to cut the
wire and attach it to the second cross connect point?

A Yes, mny estimte does include all of those.
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Q And does it include the time it takes to reel
up any leftover wire fromthe wire reel after the cross
connect is conplete?

A Yes.

Q And does it include the time it takes for the
technician to go back to the provisioning system and
conpl ete the order?

A. Yes.

Q And it's your testinony that a technician can
do all of that in one mnute?

A Yes, it is. |n about 19 --

Q Every time, M. Morrison?

On the average.

In about 1970, late '70's, | ran a series of
time and notion studies for --

THE WTNESS: |'msorry, sir.

JUDGE BERG M. Morrison, I"'mjust going to
stop you right there, because this is a good exanpl e of
the type of response where it's nore proper for your
attorney to ask you a question rather than including
that kind of a justification for your response.

BY MS. ANDERL:

Q M. Morrison, you say on average, so that

woul d nean in nmy understandi ng of the word average that

some of the tines it will take longer than a nminute, and
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some of the tines it will take shorter than a mnute; is
that right?

A That woul d be right.

Q How much faster than one mnute do you think

a technician could do all of this activity in?

A. Again, we're dealing with averages, but |
never having been the technician that did this on a
really productive basis tinme and time again, have done
it in considerably under a mnute, probably closer to
the 20, 30 second range. When you use sone productivity
met hods to run a | arge nunbers of junpers, which
technicians typically do when they're wiring these types
of services.

Q What types of services?

A. Typically UNE type, anything that requires in
this case a cross connect, this type of cross connect.
And | have al so observed technicians running it in short
time, shorter tines. | have al so observed them running
themin longer tinmes. But as a result of sonme things
that | have done, | have cone up with the average of one
m nut e.

Q And if for sonme reason a technician were
required to do these on an individual basis as opposed
to a bulk basis, would you agree that doing it, running

a junper on an individual junper by junper basis as
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opposed to being able to consolidate themto do them on
a bulk basis, it would take | onger per junper to do it

on an individual basis than it would per junper if you

were able to do themon a bul k basis?

A Those woul d be the cases that would fall on
the high end of the bell curve when you take a | ook at
the average, yes.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, that conpletes ny
cross-exam nation for this wtness, thank you.

JUDGE BERG  Thank you, Ms. Anderl.

Ms. Tennyson.

MS. TENNYSON: Thank you.

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON

BY MS. TENNYSON

Q M. Morrison, |'mgoing to be referring to
the sane piece of testinmony that Ms. Anderl has just
fini shed questioning you on, and | am | ooking at the
page before the confidential page, the question that
starts out, what is your recomendation relative to the
work itens related to UNE design cost. Do you see that
guestion?

A Yes, | do.

Q And there you recommend that Qwest i npl enent

a plan to continually upgrade systeminterfaces and
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busi ness processes. Now did you read Ms. Al bersheinis
testinmony relating basically to this issue?

A Yes, | did.

Q And she stated that Qwest continues to
upgrade their internal systens and purchase vendor
upgrades for those systens that they purchase from
outside vendors. Does this statement by M. Al bersheim
does this satisfy your concerns or change your
recommendat i on?

A. It doesn't change my recommendation, because
Ms. Al bersheim to the best of my determination, is
| ooking at the OSS's within Qwest as a stand al one
system W have, for instance, the TIRK systemthat
sits over here and then the Cosno or switched system
that sits over here, we have the el ement nmanagenent
systens that are sitting in maybe in a different
| ocation or whatever.

But the real point is that they're managed
individually. And as far as whether they are forward
| ooking, up to date, the best technol ogy, individua
case basis, that's true. Wen you start |ooking at
whet her all of these systens are comi ng together in sone
integrated formthat is driven by the business processes
that Qwest has in place, then you find that there is not

a real concern yet evident to producing the forward
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| ooking efficient OSS that uses the business process as
a driver algorithms for the system then in turn
integrates interfaces into those individual systens, and
t hen you begin to have the integration that
appropriately transfers information in the business
process task fromsystemto systemand elimnating the
manual intervention that is so cost intensive that we
see today.

Q Thank you. Going on to the bottom of that
page, you reference, you state that Qmest has responded
it does not do tine and notion studies. Are there ways
other than tinme and notion studies in your opinion to
val i date the accuracy of work tinmes?

A. Over a career of 35 years, | have seen a
nunber of methods that are attenpted to be used to
validate times, and since | took on the job that |
currently have, | have seen sone other unique techniques
to say the least. So far | haven't seen anything that
approaches the true tinme and study when it cones to a
degree of accuracy and a real degree of understanding as
to what is really being neasured. So in ny -- fromny
perspective, tine and notion studies are the nost
probable way to go with this. They would be my first
choice by far.

Q Okay. Now early in your testinobny, you state
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that relying on the opinion of a single subject matter
expert as Qwmest, as you state Qwmest has done in sone

pl aces, is a problem when we're determning the tinme to
conplete a task when we use that task to determ ne the
cost. Then later on in your testinony you actually give
some recommendations, or in your exhibits you recomend
reduced tinme for a nunber of specific tasks. Are those
recommendati ons that you nake based on Worl dCom i nterna
procedure studi es or engineering standards?

A. I want to nmake sure | understand your
guestion. Are you conparing the subject matter experts
estimations with the estinmations that |I'm maki ng?

Q Yes. | guess basically my question is, how
can your recommendati ons be substantiated as nore
accurate than those of Quwest's subject matter expert
estimtes?

A Thank you. The Qwest subject matter expert
isin awhat | will characterize as a unique set of
circunstances that put the -- any estimates that they --
that the individual produces as suspect. The reason
say that is especially in today's world, and this has
been true really to sonme extent all through ny career
where, as a matter of fact these things happened to nme
when | worked for the old U S Wst conpany, where the

regul atory or public policy or whoever cones to them and
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requests that they make estimtes for cost studies.

And this subject matter expert is in a
position of knowing in this case that these services are
for the conpetitors, and the conpetitor represents a
threat to him and he -- he suddenly becones concerned
about themtaking his job away or taking custoners away
fromthe conpany. Then he has to -- he has to consider
things like the jobs, his job, the jobs of his people,
so he can't do anything to mninize his individua
i mportance or the need for his people or the fact that
he subm tted a budget for X nunber of people over sone
given period of tine. So back in the mind -- back of
his mnd, he's trying to rationalize all of that plus
neet the needs that were just handed to him Now | say
that adds a bias to his ability to nake that estimate.
Now that -- that's where he sits.

Where | sit is, and you coul d make the
anal ogy |I'm a subject matter expert to sone extent, no,
I am however, | don't have those pressures. | don't
even allow nmy custoners, in the case of WorldComin this
case, to cone to nme and say, we just have to reduce
these costs. They want ne to anal yze the cost study, |
will analyze the cost study and tell them what the
results are. | try to maintain as objective of a view

of it as | possibly can based on ny set of experiences,
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and that's where | see the differences between ny
estimates and the, as a subject matter expert, and the
estimates of the internal subject nmatter expert within
in this case Qnest.

But also within Qwvest, they have a | arge poo
of what you could call subject matter experts, and to
take the opinions of a singular subject matter experts
with all of these avail able experts there seens I|ike
maybe a disservice to their own needs. Wy not
i ntegrate the opinions of those additional subject
matter experts as opposed to a singular. They even have
the actual people that sit there and do the jobs as
wel | .

But better than that, if you are a subject
matter expert and even if you are a nmanager, these jobs
real telling tool is when you sit down and you watch
what has to be done and you put a clock on it on a very
wel | defined task and you tinme those tasks. And at the
end of the task, you have a true understandi ng of what
was done and how long it took to do it.

Q And if you were to performessentially -- ny
understanding is that would be some formof a time and
nmoti on study that you just described in the |ast
sentence of your answer; would that be correct?

A That woul d be right.
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Q And woul d you then observe a nunber of
i ndi viduals performng the task and average those tines?

A That's a sinplified description of a tine and
noti on study, yes.

Q Ckay. And fromthe cost studies that you
revi ewed, how do you know that Qwest relied on only one,
t he opinion of one subject matter expert?

A There was an exhibit that Ms. MIIlion
presented, | don't have it in front of me, but it lists
the subject matter experts. And when | went through it,
| found that for individual tasks that fall under, for
i nstance, a dispatch or a central office or a | oop
provi sioning center, that in a large majority of those
cases it was a singular subject matter expert that
presented the information.

Q Okay. | would like you to refer to what's
been marked as staff cross-exam nation exhibits for you
as Exhibit 2304 and, or |I'msorry, 2305 and 2306.

A | don't have that.

MS. NELSON: You don't have that?

THE WTNESS: Hmmm | go through 2304.

JUDGE BERG. We will be off the record
mormentarily.

(Di scussion off the record.)

BY MS. TENNYSON:
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Q M. Morrison, do you have now before you
Worl dCom s response to WJTC Staff Data Request Nunber 16
and a suppl enmental response to that?

A Yes, | do.

Q And is this a response that you prepared to
this question?

A Yes, it is.

Q Okay. And referring to WIUTC Staff Data
Request Number 17 and the suppl enental response to that,
was this a response that you prepared?

A Yes, it is.

MS. TENNYSON: | would nove the adni ssion of
Exhi bits 2305 and 2306.

MS. NELSON: No objection.

JUDGE BERG They're admitted.

MS. TENNYSON: | have no further questions of
this witness.

JUDGE BERG: All right. One nonent.

EXAMI NATI ON
BY JUDGE BERG
Q I have one question and maybe a question or
two of followup, and I will confess that this is a
guestion that was raised by Dr. Gabel before he |eft.

And | would like to direct your attention, sir, to your
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suppl enental direct testinmony Exhibit T-2272. 1 think
this may be the right spot.

A Whi ch exhibit is it? It's not attached to
this copy of it.

MS. NELSON: It's the exhibit, the testinony
is the exhibit.

THE W TNESS: ©Ch, excuse ne, okay.

JUDGE BERG. And the copy that I'm | ooking at
actually shows some pagination at the top, let ne -- so
I"'mthinking it may be an earlier version, particularly
because it's Dr. Gabel's copy, and |let ne coordinate
this with --

MS. TENNYSON: | believe the non-proprietary
versi on has page nunbers. The proprietary version
doesn't.

JUDGE BERG All right.

BY JUDGE BERG

Q This, sir, refers to the question, why do you
believe Qunest's central office frames group costs are
overstated, and it woul d appear on the first
confidential page, the first yell ow page of the two
yel | ow pages of that testinmony, and this question is
about non-confidential information that is right at the
very bottom of the page where you say that, considering

the fact that Qmest is using nodular and COSM C
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technology in the NRC cost study, the junper running
times are excessive. Do you see that, M. Morrison?

A Yes, | do.

Q Al right. And the question goes to your --
the basis for the statenment that Qmest is using nodul ar
COSM C technol ogy, and the first part of the question
is, where does that understanding cone from and
secondl y, whether your responses, your estinates, assune
that COSM C technol ogy is deployed in all offices or

for exanple, sone other subset offices with over 10,000

lines. So we'll take it in two parts.
A Okay.
Q Number one is, is it your understanding that

the COSM C technol ogy is deployed in all Qwest centra
of fices?

A No, it is not deployed in all Qwmest centra
of fices. However, up until very recently, it did neet
the definition of a forward | ooking technol ogy.

Q Al right. And do your estimates, are they
based on an assunption that it would be -- that the
COsSM C technol ogy woul d be deployed in all centra
offices?

A. COSM C technology is a product that is
distributed | think now by Aviya, it's been a Lucent

product and what Bellcore up -- Bellcore before that,



4953

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

and |'mnot sure who -- not Bellcore but AT&T before
that and Western Electric before that. What COSM C
represents is a single sided | ow profile nodul ar
distributing frame, and it was one of the origina
versions that sort of devel oped the generic nanme. The
reference probably would be nore accurate to say single
sided low profile nodular distributing frane.

That type of technology, its original design
intention when it canme out in roughly about the md
"70's, was that it accelerated the process of running
junmpers. It was closer to user friendly. The junper
runni ng process has been around since the inception of
the tel ecommuni cations industry, and it's al ways been
one of the nost costly issues that they have had to
address. And over the history of tel econmunications,
there has been a lot of attenpts to inprove that
nmet hodol ogy, and they have all up until very recently
still incorporate the fact that you have to --
technician has to run a junper.

And t he purpose of the inprovenent in
t echnol ogy when nodul ar frames cane al ong was that we
can shorten the junper, nake it easier to term nate,
meke all of the tasks relatively sinple or sinpler, nake
it easier to find the |locations. Those were al

objectives, and it's been hit or miss in a lot of cases
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over the history of the devel opnent of frames. And a
ot of the problens with themsinply were application to
how they were used. But at any rate, the attenpt was to
i mprove the efficiency.

So the COSM C and consequently the nodul ar
type franes becane pretty nmuch the standard when you
start tal king about efficiency in running junpers, when
you have to deal with that particular issue. So | would
say that that being the current standard of forward
| ooki ng technology that the tines associated with
runni ng junpers and those types of franes are the tines
that we should be considering for cost studies, because
they are the shorter, the nmore efficient tines.

Q So when you refer to nodular COSM C
technology in that part of your testinobny, you're
referring to the product description of a one sided | ow
profile nodular COSM C frane; did | catch that properly?

A That sounds right, yes.

Q Al right. And then it sounds like you're
al so saying that the tine estimates you have nade are
not based upon an allocation of tine based upon the
actual deployment of this COSM C frame technol ogy in
Qnest's central office, but is nore based upon the
presence of that equiprment in all central offices as a

formof forward | ooking nost efficient technol ogy?
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A That woul d be correct. However, there's one
other issue that is unique to ny experience that | throw
into the m x. There was a -- when we're tal king about
the tines to run the junpers.

Q That's right.

A. There was a tinme in ny career with the old U
S West conpany that | ran a whole series of tinme and
notion studies on main distributing frames in all states
at that time, a 14 state region, and especially in the
what is currently Mountain Bell. And the purpose of
those tine studies was to get a handle on the main frane
operations. But my experience was that, when | ran
those tinme studies, that conventional frames as an
exanple, the tinmes for -- the average tinmes would run
five, six mnutes, seven nmnutes in a lot of cases, the
average, and | don't have all the documents, pretty old

docunent ati on by now.

Q That's pre COSM C technol ogy?
A. No, that was post COSM C technol ogy. And
ran those all the way up through, oh, | guess around

di vestiture when | had access to the other 14 states.
Anyway the results of ny tine studies when we deal with
COSM C franmes turned out to be that a technician only
averaged t hroughout the day running what they term as

the load for the day and then after that the sporadic
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orders that fall through for some consequential activity
right now. The average tines turned out to be in the
right at one mnute, one mnute average, and those tine
and notion studies were run under pretty well controlled
par anet ers.

Q So if you were to look at, let's say that you
were to just deal with the actual depl oynent of
technol ogy in the universe of Qnest's central offices as
you know it, that being that the COSM C technol ogy is
not avail able or deployed in all central offices, just
in general, if that were to be factored in, and
understand that may nmean in your mind we're disregarding
t he point about forward | ooking or nost efficient, but
if you were to just take that shot, that snapshot, and
| ook at the actual technology that's deployed as you
know it, in general, how would that affect your tine
estimates?

A Well, you're asking ne to factor in the other
types of frames and average those in with the time of it
that | amrepresenting for the COSMC frane; is that a
fair representation of what your question was?

Q If those other equipments are actually
fulfilling that function, then that would be the
question, and if that neans that it's a question that

can't be answered based on your famliarity with the
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Qnest system then that's acceptabl e.

A I could not give you a specific nunber what
that average m ght be, but | could characterize it as
being |l arger than one minute. Because the other
technol ogy, as | have indicated, is not the efficient
technol ogy, the nodular type frame would be. So if you
had to cone up with a nunber that represents the
integration or an integrated nunber with all that
technology in it, then in my mnd s eye, clearly it's
going to be larger than one m nute.

JUDGE BERG That's the only |ine of
questions | had.

And Ms. Singer-Nelson, the only thing I would
ask is that if it's possible to point the record to
places in M. Mrrison's pre-filed testinony where he
provi des a response to a question on redirect, then it
woul d not be necessary to actually have that testinony
repeated. So that, for example, if you were to do a
foll owup question on redirect to a cross-exani nation
question for the record, if the answer is already in
M. Morrison's pre-filed testinmony and you know that, if
you can point the witness to that, confirmthat the
testinony is responsive, and then go on to the next
question. | think that would be just as effective as

actually having the witness repeat what's already in the
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pre-filed testinony.

MS. NELSON: Sure, and to the extent that
it's not already in the pre-filed testinony, | would
like M. Mrrison to finish an expl anation of the
answer .

JUDGE BERG Sure, that's fair gane.

MS. NELSON: Thank you.

REDI RECT EXAMI NATI ON
BY MS. NELSON

Q And | don't have that nmuch for you,

M. Morrison, | just want to hit some key things. At
pages 12 and 13 of your direct testinony, actually
starting on page 11, Ms. Anderl went through the various
systens that are nentioned on that -- in that testinony
and asked whether you knew if those systens were in use
by Qmest and whether you considered themto be
efficient.

A Yes.

Q Why, if Qwmest has those systens in place and
you do consider themto be efficient, why do you think
that Qwest cost studies are still overstating the costs?

A. | agree that the systens are efficient,
effective, and stand alone froma stand al one

perspective. The real issue is that that hasn't been
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carried forward in such a fashion that the | atest

nmet hodol ogy in systeminterfaces and the | atest

nmet hodol ogy in, or available, | should say avail able
technol ogy, in work flow nmanagers, work fl ow engines.
They're still within the industry, because this is

evol ving technol ogy, they still use the two terns al npost
synonynousl y.

These types of systens and applications have
not been applied to the stand al one Qaest systens, and
until that happens, until that type of integration
happens, which finally takes the business process that
these systens support and integrates the business
process into the application to gain control, then you
haven't evolved to the truly effective, truly efficient,
what's potentially available, what is avail abl e today
t echnol ogy.

Q And where did you get your information on

what the | atest technol ogy is?

A. Well, when you're tal king about work fl ow
engi nes, work flow nmanagers, | inplemented a scal able
Lucent product in Switzerland. It was designed for wire
line, wireless network as well as data networks. It's
kind of do it all, so to speak. W integrated it into a

very conplex |IT architecture very simlar to what we're

tal king about here with all these stand al one systens.
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And at that time, they were a state of the art systens
for ordering, provisioning, maintenance, and billing,
the total business process, but they were stand al one.

And we integrated this work flow nmanager into
the system using the busi ness process that we devel oped
at di Ax as the base |ine custoner requirenent docunent
for the devel opnment of the system \Which says if you
take a real description of your business process and now
you turn it into an algorithm then it begins to perform
like the people that before were doing the job. Instead
of sonebody reaching out to a keyboard and typing in a
command or a function or what have you, the system does
that for you. You can tell a technician or a manager or
an engi neer, give hima set of instructions to do his
job, then you can turn that into an algorithmin the
system which will do that part of the job for you. The
nore and nore of those tasks that you develop into an
algorithm the nore and nore efficient you becone.

And in Europe, the cost of technicians and
engineers is pretty high. It's on par with the U S
probably a little above it, so we had to do sonething
just sinply because we couldn't hire people. And that
was the solution that we cane to. We integrated that
into our network and our network el enent managers, and

then we had or were approaching in services al nost a
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hands of f process.

This is one of those things that when you
i mpl ement it, you're always reaching out, going a little
bit further and a little bit further, because you learn
nmore and nore about what you're doing and how to go
about doing it. And equi pnent and applications are
fl exi bl e enough that the nmore you |l earn howto do in a
manual fashion that is instruction driven, then you can
turn around and do that in the system So we
increnentally replaced people as we integrated nore and
nore systens in. W didn't just suddenly walk in with
the systemone day and tie it to every systemwe had and
then start running it, it was a progression process, and
it inproves your efficiency as you drive down the road.

Q And so did you use that experience as a basis
for sone of your assunptions in reducing the tine
estimates that Qwest had in its studies?

A Yes, | did.

Q Now you have -- there were a | ot of questions
posed to you relating to what Qmest actually has
deployed in its network; do you recall those types of
questions? | think even the Judge asked you one of
t hose questi ons.

A Yes.

Q Do you understand the standard for cost



4962

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

studies to be what would actually be deployed in Quwest's
network or what should be deployed in a forward | ooki ng
efficient network?

MS. ANDERL: Objection, Your Honor, the
witness has testified that he has no experience or
expertise in applying TELRI C principles.

JUDGE BERG Well, he is nmaking certain
judgments in his testinmony about forward | ooking
technol ogy, and he has defined it, and | think it goes
fundamental ly to understanding the basis for the
recommendati ons he nakes. And so without regard to
whet her his understanding is proper or not, | think it's
i rportant to know what it is.

MS. NELSON: Thank you, judge.

A. | don't attenpt to address the entire TELRIC
issue. |I'mnot a TELRIC expert itself, but | take the
statement within TELRIC that says we use the npst
efficient forward | ooking technology and apply that to
ny analysis. Wtnesses |like M. Gates would be a nuch
better witness to address the total TELRIC issue.

BY MS. NELSON

Q But when you were doing your eval uation of
the work tasks and the tinmes that Qeest laid out inits
studi es, did you consider -- did you think that the

standard that you were working with was what was
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actual ly deployed in Qwest's network, or was your
eval uati on based on what the forward | ooking efficient

network woul d | ook |ike?

A We should be | ooking at forward | ooking
efficient network, that's what | | ooked at.
Q Remenber the di scussion about the one ninute

recommendation that you made relative to central office
frame group cost; do you renenber the discussion about
t hat ?

A. You're tal king about on the nodul ar frane or

COSM C franme, the one m nute junper running tinme?

Q Yes.
A Yes.
Q Do you feel |ike you have accurately and

conpl etely expl ai ned your reasoning for reducing the
tinme estimate in Quest's studies to one mnute? | know
that you were cut off at one point, and I know you had
an opportunity to explain it alittle nore |ater on, so
| don't want you to repeat your testinony, but | do want
to make sure that you were able to fully respond.

A Yes, | feel |ike we probably covered the ful
expl anation, especially when Judge Berg asked questi ons,
hi s questions.

Q Okay. And then with regard to the

observation by Ms. Anderl| that your recommendations
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| argely went to 50% reductions, do you feel like you
have been able to fully explain your reasoning for
reducing the tine estimates in general by a 50% margi n?
A | probably covered the vast mgjority of the
expl anation. There probably are a couple of things that
| could add to it that are really specific to a couple
of discovery questions. They are partially described in

my testinmony. One of themis

Q Okay, well, why don't --

A And - -

Q You don't have to repeat that one.

A Okay. The other was | believe -- let ne see

if I can find it.

JUDGE BERG. But let ne do interject that if,
in fact, there is a specific reference point where this
Wi tness wants to point us to the part in his testinony
that he's referring to, that would be hel pful

M5. NELSON: Okay.

BY MS. NELSON

Q M. Morrison, did you understand that, that
at this point you should point to the portion of your
testimony that responds to the question, and then go on
and explain the one that's not outlined.

A In my supplenental testinony, Exhibit, what

is that, T-2272 | believe.



4965

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Yes.

A Page unknown, what is it, five fromthe back
| believe it is, and it's a question that says, why are
Qnest UNE design center costs overstated, and | believe
that's the first part of one of the two exanples.

The other exanple is in Qaest Exhibit Nunber
23, or excuse ne, nho, that's not correct, that's just
where | made ny note. Discovery 02282.

Q So that's been marked as Exhibit 2291, and
it's an attachnent to your testinony?

A Yes.

Q And there's a confidential Attachnent A to
t hat response?

A. Yes, that is the other explanation in that it
poi nts out the background task that are behind the itens
listed, work itens listed in the cost study.

JUDGE BERG: And let nme just confirmwith
counsel , when we admitted the direct exhibits of
M. Mrrison, did that include 2291 and C-2291?

M5. NELSON:. Yes.

JUDGE BERG All right, thank you.

THE W TNESS: Then we've got themall.

MS. NELSON: It's actually stapled
separately.

BY MS. NELSON
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Q So with those two exanples, do you feel I|ike
you have been able this norning to explain your
reconmmendati on that the work tasks should be reduced on
average by 50%

A. At | east 50% yes.

Q Okay. Now renenber when Ms. Anderl was going
t hrough the UNE-P POTS first |ine nmechanized new service
install cost study with you, that was in Exhibit TKM 29,
and | don't know what the new number is, but do you
recal |l that discussion with Ms. Anderl ?

A Are you tal king about page 359 of whatever it

MS. TENNYSON: 2023.

Q Do you recall that discussion?
A Yes.
Q She went through the fact that there was a

probability factor in the Qwmest cost study; do you
recall that?

A Yes.

Q Why did you still reduce the tines despite
the fact that a probability factor existed in the
st udi es?

A. Well, the probability factor is a reduction
of the tine in mnutes for that particular set of

ci rcunstances, and seeing that the time in mnutes
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itself is inflated, then using that operator on that
time in mnutes, you're still going to have a |arger
nunber than you should have as a result. So the point
is to get to the accurate tine in mnutes per work item
t ask.

Q Thank you. Now renenber when Ms. Tennyson
was talking to you about tine and notion studies?

A. Yes.

Q Now don't time and notion studies, if you
were to do a tine and notion study, it sounded to ne

i ke what you would be recordi ng woul d be actual work

times?

A That is the purpose of time and notion
st udi es.

Q Well, then how would you account for the

forward | ooki ng nost efficient aspect of your analysis?
A In the time and notion study process, you
woul d be timng tasks that a technician or whoever is
perform ng, and you're | ooking at the conponent parts of
those tasks, and you're getting a good idea, you're
getting an accurate idea of what all is involved in the
process that's taking place, start, stop, now we have
this time interval. Now you | ook at the process and you
say, what task within these business processes can fal

to systens as opposed to being manual, and then you
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begin to factor those tines out.

Because you say, let's say you have a
technician that is -- has taken a piece of paper and
sits at the terminal and typing in the data that's
recorded on the paper. Well, you say, an interface can
do that job. |[If this canme fromone system and now it
needs to go to another system then the interface could
take care of that particular piece of information. O
if the piece of paper requires information from
peri pheral systens or additional OSS like in this case,
and it resides in one OSS over here, then an interface
to the system or access by way of interfaces to that
system driven by the business process can go out and do
that for the technician as opposed to having to say,
oops, | got this out of this system this line is blank,
| need to populate this field, then going over here and
| ooking it up, and then populating the field and maybe
even having to add this information to this system
That's an exanpl e.

Now we know that that can be done with an
interface, so we produce an interface, give it the
i nstructions, the instruction set this is very simlar
probably exactly the instruction set that the technician
had all the way down to his nethods and procedures, turn

that into an algorithm now the systemis in that case
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1 doi ng what the technician was doing. So you factor that

2 time out of the process.

3 MS. NELSON: | have no further questions.
4 JUDGE BERG: All right.
5 MS. TENNYSON: | did have one foll ow up,

6 M. Morrison.

7 JUDGE BERG. Oh, excuse nme, |'msorry,

8 normally we would go at this point | think we would go
9 after redirect back to Ms. Anderl, and then concl ude
10 with staff, and you would have the benefit of the

11 addi ti onal questions that staff m ght ask, but this

12 m ght be a good tinme just to take a nonent, pause, and

13 let's be off the record.

14 (Di scussion off the record.)

15

16 RECROSS- EXAMI NATI ON

17 BY MS. ANDERL:

18 Q Just a couple of areas, M. Morrison.

19 Foll owi ng up again on the experience that you descri bed
20 when you were with di Ax.

21 A Di Ax, yes.

22 Q How many custoners did di Ax have, if you

23 know, at the time that you left your enploy for that

24 conpany?

25 MS. NELSON: | don't think | said anything in



4970

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

redi rect about this.
MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, he answered about it

in redirect.

JUDGE BERG. | recall information about the
organi zation, and I will allow the question to be asked.
A. Taxing my nmenory here.

BY MS. ANDERL:
Q How | ong ago was it, by the way, that you

left your enploy there?

A | left Decenber of 2000.
Q Ri ght after the Sunrise acquisition?
A Yes. At that point, it was kind of a mix of

Sunrise custoners and di Ax customers. The customers

that resided on the di Ax network, total customer

account, subject to a lot of check, 300,000 or 400, 000.
Q Now you' re not enployed directly by Wrl dCom

are you, M. Morrison?

A No, |I'm not.

Q And you' re enpl oyed by QSI?

A Correct.

Q Is that a consulting firn®

A It is.

Q And are you being paid for your appearance
here today?

A Yes, | am
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1 Q And you have been retained by Worl dComin
2 ot her proceedings; is that right?
3 A Yes.
4 Q Okay. In any of those proceedi ngs where you
5 exam ned | LEC nonrecurring cost studies, have you ever
6 recomended increases to ILEC tinme estinmtes or
7 nonrecurring costs?
8 A No, | haven't. | would characterize their
9 cost study as being pretty well represented by a Qnest
10 cost study.
11 MS. ANDERL: Thank you, that's all | had,

12 Your Honor.

13 JUDGE BERG. Thank you, Ms. Anderl.
14 Ms. Tennyson

15 MS. TENNYSON: Not hi ng.

16 JUDGE BERG: All right.

17 Anyt hing further, M. Singer Nelson?
18

19 REDI RECT EXAMI NATI ON

20 BY MS. NELSON

21 Q M. Morrison, do you hold Qwest stock?
22 A Yes, | do, unfortunately.

23 MS. NELSON: | have nothing further

24 JUDGE BERG All right.

25 Anything further, M. Anderl?
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MS. ANDERL: No.

JUDGE BERG All right, then.

M. Morrison, thank you very much for being
here and for your attendance throughout the hearing. W
sincerely appreciate the information that you have
shared with us, and at this time you're excused fromthe
Wi tness stand and fromthis proceeding.

THE W TNESS: Thank you, sir.

JUDGE BERG: All right, we will be off the
record.

(Luncheon recess taken at 12:00 p.m)

AFTERNOON SESSI ON

(12:35 p.m)

(The followi ng exhibits were identified in
conjunction with the testimny of M CHAEL LEHWKUHL.)

Exhi bit T-2320 is Direct Testinmony of M chael
Lehnkuhl .  Exhibit 2321 is Wrl dCom Response to Quest
Dat a Request No. 44. Exhibit 2322 is Wrl dCom Response

to Staff Data Request No. 28.

Wher eupon,
M CHAEL LEHMKUHL,

havi ng been first duly sworn, was called as a wtness
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herein and was exam ned and testified as foll ows:
DI RECT EXAMI NATI ON
BY MS. NELSON:

Q M. Lehnkuhl, please state your nane and
busi ness address for the record and spell your | ast
name, please.

A M chael Lehnkuhl, L-E-H M K-U-HL, business

address is 601 South 12th Street, Arlington, Virginia

22202.
Q Are you an enpl oyee of Worl dCon?
A Yes, | am
Q And what is your position?
A Senior regulatory specialist for directory

assi stance and operator services.
Q Did you prepare testinony, direct testinony

of M chael Lehnkuhl that's been marked as T-23207

A Yes, | did.
Q Do you have any changes?
A. Yes, | do.

On page 9, line 9, the nunber 345 shoul d be
changed to 3.42. And then after the word | ess, insert
the words, or 100% nore.

And that's the extent of ny changes.

Q O herwise is the testinony true and correct

to the best of your know edge?
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A Yes, it is.
MS. NELSON:
T- 2320.
MR, SHERR:
JUDGE BERG
and we wil |

al so designate an exhi bit

| nove for the adm ssion of

No obj ecti on.

Al right, T-2320 is admitted,

nunber for E-2320

and request that WorldComwithin ten days subnit an

errata sheet containing the change that the w tness has

referred to.

MS. NELSON: W I I do, Judge.
JUDGE BERG All right, and E-2320 is also
admi tted.
M5. NELSON: Thank you. M. Lehnkuhl is
avai |l abl e for cross.
JUDGE BERG All right.
M. Sherr.
CROSS EXAMI NATI ON
BY MR. SHERR:
Q Good afternoon, M. Lehnkuhl.
Good afternoon.
Q My nanme is Adam Sherr, |I'man attorney for
Qnest, I'mthe silent partner of the group.
MR, SHERR: Before | forget, | would like to
nove for the adni ssion of Quwest's own cross exhibit,
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whi ch was marked as 2321, a Worl dCom response to Qmest
Dat a Request Nunber 44. | understand Ms. Singer-Nel son
has no opposition to that.
JUDCGE BERG  Thank you very nuch, Exhi bit
2321 is admitted.
MR, SHERR: Thank you.
BY MR. SHERR
Q M. Lehnkuhl, could you please | ocate your
testinony, which has been marked as Exhibit T-2320 and
specifically at page two.
A Yes.
Q On that page, you identify your education and

wor k experience; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And you are an attorney by training?
A Yes, | am

Q | see you're also educated in mass

conmuni cati ons and journalisn®

A Yes, that's true.
Q Tell ne what nmass conmuni cations is.
A Well, what it used to nean was the socia

study of the effective media and reporting and
comuni cations in the world. | don't know what it neans
today. |It's been a while since | studied mass

comuni cati ons.
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Q So it's not tel ecomruni cati ons per se?
A Not specifically, but it may include
t el ecomruni cati ons, yes.
Q When you received your education in mass
comrmuni cations, did it include any technica

t el ecommuni cati ons educati on?

A Alittle bit.
Q Can you tell me what that was?
A | can't really say specifically. It

certainly didn't have anything to do with engineering or

anyt hing of that sort, although I will say that as a

practicing attorney practicing comuni cations | aw,

have had the opportunity to be exposed to engi neeri ng of

all sorts with regard to tel ecommunicati ons.

Q Have you ever held the position of a network

techni ci an or engineer for a tel econmunicati ons conpany?

A. No.

Q Have you ever held a position with an IT
departnent for a tel ecommuni cati ons conpany?

A No, | have not.

Q Just for clarity, | nean information
t echnol ogi es.

A Yes, | understood that.

Q Have you received any formal education in

conput er science or IT?
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| took a fewclasses in IT in college.
And when did you graduate coll ege?

1987, | believe.

o > O >

Are you testifying today as a policy wtness
for Worl dConf

A. Yes, as policy, and certainly to sone of the
facts as | have included in nmy testinony.

Q Thank you. If you would just quickly | ook
flip through pages 3 through 11 of your testinony, ny
question for that is, are you, in those pages, are you
di scussing the directory assistance listing information?

A Yes, | am

Q I have a definitional question for you, and
you m ght have heard Ms. Anderl ask this question of M.
Caputo yesterday, | believe you were in the hearing
room throughout your testinony you use the words cost
based pricing or pricing at cost; does that nean TELRIC?

A I"mnot exactly sure what that nmeans, and by
that statenent | nean that | certainly know that TELRIC
has a very specific nmeaning, although there are sonme in
this industry that don't know what exactly TELRI C stil
means, but | believe it -- | wouldn't necessarily say
they' re synonynous, but they certainly have to be based,
as TELRIC is, certainly based on cost.

Q What did you nmean then by, and naybe we
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shoul d | ook at specific exanples since you have used the
term several places, if you would | ook at page 4 of your
testi mony for ne.

A Yes.

Q Line 13 and 14, there you use the term cost

based prices; did you nean TELRI C there?

A No, if | would have neant specifically
TELRIC, | probably would have said TELRIC. | nean |
will say that, for exanmple, in California, the -- in our

arbitration in California, the com ssion had agreed
with our position that directory assistance |istings
shoul d be provided on a cost based basis, and they have
set up a separate proceeding to deterni ne what the cost
based pricing should be. |'mnot specifically certain.

I know for a fact that they didn't specifically nean

TELRI C

Q Well, what did you nean by cost based here
then? | guess |'m confused.

A. What | nean by cost based here is what it
costs Qnest, | believe. Let nme take a nonment here and

read ny testinony.

(Readi ng.)

What | nmean by cost based here is sinply that
the pricing should be based on Qmest's costs.

Q On what basi s?
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A. On the basis, as | have explained in ny
testinmony, that cost based pricing is consistent with
nondi scri m natory access.

Q | didn't ask a very clear question, |'m
sorry, let ne try again.

Costs cal cul ated on what basis? You say that
the costs should be based on Qmest's prices; how would
you cal cul ate --

A On Qwest's costs.

Q Excuse ne, on Quwest's costs; how would you
cal cul ate Quwest's costs?

A Well, a cost study would be a start. | nean
I"mnot a cost expert, so | don't know what, you know, |
can't give you any specific particulars, but I do know
that a nunber of states have based -- have based their
prices for directory assistance |listings on the costs
that the ILEC incurs, both the costs to itself, well
mai nly costs that it incurs itself in developing a

directory assistance |list data base.

Q Do you nean in a forward | ooki ng sense?
A Sure, if you will. | nean now that goes to
the TELRIC definition, and like |I said, I'"'mnot a -- |'m

not a cost expert, so | want to be very careful when
tal k about TELRIC, because | don't know everything about

TELRI C
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Q Sure, and I'mnot trying to beat a dead
horse, I"'mjust trying to understand what you nmeant when
you put in your testinony cost based.

A So?

Q So the question is, when you, on page 4,
where you were discussing cost based prices for these
servi ces, on what cal cul ation or what type of
cal cul ation were you considering that the Comm ssion
shoul d use?

A. The cost that Qmest incurs to itself to
produce these listings.

JUDGE BERG | think my understandi ng of your
testinmony, M. Lehnkuhl, is you did not have any
particul ar met hodol ogy in m nd.

THE W TNESS: That's correct.

JUDGE BERG |Is that correct? Thank you.

MR. SHERR Ckay, | will nove on, thank you,
Your Honor.

BY MR SHERR

Q If | can have you | ook at page 6 and 7 of
your -- starting at page 6 of your testinony, beginning
at that question that starts at the bottom you were
di scussi ng whether DAL is subject to nondiscrimnnatory
access requirements under dialing parity; is that

correct?
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A Yes.
Q And by dialing parity, you're tal king about

Section 251(b)(3) of the Tel ecomunications Act; is that

correct?
A Yes, that's correct.
Q And | understand your testinony to be that

Wor 1 dCom bel i eves that under the dialing parity
requi renents that DAL information nust be cost based; is
that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q On page 7, line 4, there's a question that
is, why are cost based rates for DAL appropriate; do you
see where |I'mreading?

A Yes.

Q And your answer starts, because anything
hi gher is discrimnatory; is that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q Agai n here, does cost based equal TELRIC,
does it mean TELRI C?

A As | testified before, | can't really answer
that question. | nean the point that I'mtrying to get
across here is that if the price is any higher than what
Qnest pays, then Qmest is in effect discrimnating
agai nst anyone else in the nmarketplace for directory

assistance listing information. | nmean you can -- Qnest
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1 can be nondiscrimnatory as to everybody else in the

2 mar ket pl ace by charging themthe same anmount, but if

3 you're |looking at the true neaning of non-discrimnatory
4 access, that price also has to be the same as to what

5 Qnest charges itself.

6 Q But the calculation of Qwest's costs, just to
7 make sure | understand your testinony, is not

8 susceptible to a precise definition in your mnd; is

9 that correct?

10 A. Well, no. | nean it would, you know, we have
11 to determne | think what it costs Qmest to produce

12 this. So if that's TELRIC, then so be it. But | nean
13 it certainly is consistent with a ot of what the FCC
14 says, especially with regard to 251(c)(3) under the UNE
15 requi renent, which is the -- our other argunment. But |
16 don't think that the FCC has ever really defined TELRIC
17 to apply to this type of situation. But based on what |
18 under st and nondi scrim natory access to nean, it

19 certainly needs to be cost based.

20 Q For purposes of this question, please assune
21 that in an appropriate proceeding this Conm ssion has

22 determined that the directory assistance listing data

23 base is a UNE; is that okay?

24 A Okay.

25 Q And you recogni ze that Qwmest disagrees with
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that point?

A Yes, yes, | recognize that.

Q Wth that assunption in mnd, can you tell ne
what the TELRIC rate for directory assistance |listing
information el ements would be as you sit here today?

A. I can only use what costs have been discl osed
by Qwest before, and | believe | have included those in
my testimony. | have also included the cost, the TELRI C
costs that were used in Texas to determ ne that rate,
and | think Qwest has a pretty simlar operation from
what | can tell. So those would be ny guides, but as
far as, you know, specifically identifying what a TELRIC
rate would be, no. Like I said, I"'mnot a, you know,
I'"'mnot trained as a cost person.

Q But it's WorldConmls position that this
Commi ssi on shoul d adopt TELRI C based rates for this --
for these elenents; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Did Worl dCom performa cost study to your
know edge for purposes of this proceeding?

A | don't think we're required to provide a
cost study. | mean how can -- how do we know what it
costs Qwest?

Q Is that no?

A Yes.



4984

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Yes, that's no?
Yes, that's a no.
JUDGE BERG Let ne just say, M. Lehnkuhl
to keep everything well bal anced here, Wrl dCom coul d
have produced a cost study of its own costs that it
t hought was relevant, so it's inportant, particularly as
an attorney witness, not to get ahead of the questions.
THE WTNESS: No, that's true. Wth all due
respect, Qmest is -- the way they do it fromwhat | have
seen is a lot different fromthe way we do it, and
think that's one of the things | was trying to point
out .
JUDGE BERG All right, thank you, sir
(Di scussion off the record.)
BY MR. SHERR
Q Has the FCC ever ordered that TELRIC pricing
is required for directory assistance listing data base
el enents?
A. Yes, | believe they did on the -- in the
| ocal conmpetition first report and order when they
identified directory assistance |istings as UNEs, and
believe | have that in ny testinony somewhere.
Q Wul d you | ook at page 6 of your testinony,
lines 16 through 19 says:

Al t hough it declined to adopt a specific
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1 pricing structure for DAL as between al

2 LECs under dialing parity, it encouraged

3 states to set their own rates consistent

4 Wi th non-discrimnatory access

5 requi rements of 251(b)(3).

6 Did | read that accurately?

7 A Yes, yes, you did.

8 Q And the it here is the FCC?

9 A Yes.

10 Q If you could please | ook to page 10 of your
11 testi nony.

12 A (Conplies.)

13 Q Beginning at line 14, there's a question and

14 answer. The question is:

15 Is Qunest's proposed rate for a reload or

16 refresh appropriate?

17 Your answer:

18 No for the nost part. The only tine

19 Wor I dCom requests a reload of the data

20 base is when Worl dCom recei ves corrupted

21 data from Quest.

22 Did | read that correctly?

23 A Yes, that's correct.

24 Q To your know edge, has Worl dCom requested a

25 reload from Qwest in the |ast 12 nont hs?
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A. As | believe | responded in the discovery
gquestions that we received, not in recent nenory, not
within the past 36 nonths.

Q So what is the basis for your testinobny on
page 10, lines 14 through 16, that Wrl dCom has
requested rel oads of the data base from Qwest because
Qwest has provided it corrupted data?

A Coul d you ask that question again, please?

Q Sure. \What does the -- | believe you just
testified that, as you answered in discovery, Wrl dCom
has not requested a reload of the data base from Quest

at any tinme within the last three years; is that

correct?
A Yes, that's correct.
Q So what's the basis for your statenment at

page 10, lines 15 through 17, of your testinony that
Wor 1 dCom has requested a rel oad of the data base from
Qnest because Qmest provided it corrupted data?

A. Perhaps | wasn't clear in nmy testinony, and
the insertion of the word would before the word request
m ght help to clarify things. W regularly -- and as |
stated in ny discovery, in the discovery requests, there
are a lot of other LECs or ILECs that we regularly have
to request a reload from And, you know, |'m not --

while we haven't requested one from Qwest in the past 36
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mont hs, that's not to say that we would not have to
tomorrow or, you know, sonetine in the future.

Q But to your know edge, you have not had to
request such a reload from Quest?

A. No, as | stated, in the past 36 nonths, no.

Q Wul d you agree that a CLEC mi ght request a
rel oad of the DAL data base for reasons not involving

fault or errors on the part of the I|ILEC?

A Yes.

Q Wul d a CLEC system crash be an exanpl e?

A Per haps.

Q Wuld a CLEC desire to validate or verify the

contents of a data base be an exanpl e?

A ["mnot certain, no, |I don't believe so.

Q You don't believe that a CLEC mi ght wish to
ask for a reload of the data base because they wi shed to
verify if the contents that they -- if the current
contents are accurate?

A. I think there are other ways of doing that.
If there is a question as to -- if, for exanple,

Worl dCom has a question as to the integrity of their
data base, it would depend on what that woul d be, what
the problemwould be, and if -- | think if they find
that it's a problemwith the data base itself, they

m ght request a reload. But as far as the integrity of
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the data of Qmest, | don't think that they need to
request a refresh of the data for that type of purpose.
There are other ways of doing that.

Q | think in part of your answer you said that
it's possible that the CLEC s data coul d becone
corrupted for sone reason not related to the ILEC, is

that true?

A Certainly, it happens in any data base as far
as | know.
Q So they may, they neaning a CLEC, may request

a refresh or a reload on that basis as well?

A And | think that goes to ny prior answer,
yes. Certainly we have an interest in keeping our data
base well run, and we have an interest in the integrity
of our data base, so it's certainly not sonmething that
woul d ever be intentional or anything like that.

Q Okay. Again going back to my assunption for
you, which is again assune that in an appropriate
proceedi ng that this Conm ssion found that the DAL data
base and its elements are UNEs or are a UNE, and so do
you have that assunption in mnd?

A Yes.

Q And | take it again in that circunstance, a
TELRIC pricing structure would be appropriate in

Wor | dCom s position --
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A well, I think --
Q -- in WrldConm s thinking?
A Well, | think that is consistent with what

the FCC has said with regard to UNEs, yes.

Q So with that in mnd, would you agree with ne
that a request by a CLEC to rel oad the data base | eads
to costs to Qunest?

A Yes, as | stated in nmy testinony, there are
certain costs associated with someone having to go in
and prepare that file, and, you know, we're certainly
willing to pay those reasonabl e costs.

Q Wul d you agree with ne that the function of
providing a reload on the part of Qmest is identical to
the function of providing the initial |oad?

A. No, | would not, sinply because the initia
load requires a lot nore tinme for the personnel to
create how the data will be transmtted and certain
setup functions, whereas with a reload they have already
got that type of set up there, so it's a matter of
simply maki ng a snapshot of the data base.

Q Are you aware that Qmest's rate el enents
i nclude a separate one time setup fee, which is billed
on an hourly basis?

A I will assume that subject to check

MR, SHERR: Thank you, sir



4990

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

JUDGE BERG. Ms. Tennyson.

MS. TENNYSON: Thank you, | would sinply like
to nmove the adm ssion of Exhibit 2322.

M5. NELSON: No objection.

MS. TENNYSON: Thank you.

I have no questions for this wtness.

JUDGE BERG All right, Exhibit 2322 is
admi tted.

And | have no questions.

Redi rect, Ms. Singer-Nel son?

M5. NELSON: No.

JUDGE BERG. All right.

M . Lehnkuhl, thank you very much for your
pati ence and for testifying before me in this
proceedi ng.

THE W TNESS: Thank you, Your Honor.

JUDGE BERG All right, we will be off the
record nonmentarily.

(Recess taken.)

JUDGE BERG. At the outset, | will indicate
there's an additional cross exhibit, Qwmest cross
exhibit, to be identified and marked by stipul ation
bet ween Qmest and Covad, and that woul d be an excerpt
fromQunest's response to Covad Data Request 04-060,

letter S1, this exhibit will be marked as Exhibit 2366,
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C- 2366.

Wel cone, Dr. Cabe.

(The following exhibits were identified in
conjunction with the testinony of RI CHARD CABE.)

Exhi bit T-2350 is Suppl enmental Response
Testinmony, 2/14/02 (RC-T1). Exhibit 2351 is Resune of
Ri chard Cabe, dated February 14, 2002 (RC-1). Exhibit
2352 is Responses to Covad Data Requests 21 and 61
(RC-2). Exhibit 2353 is Responses to Covad Data
Requests 5 and 18 (RC-3). Exhibit 2354 is Responses to
Covad Data Requests 54, 56 and 61 (RC-4). Exhibit 2355
i s Response to Covad Data Request 22 (RC-5). Exhibit
2356 is Qnest Affidavit of Weidenbach, 2/5/02 (RC-6).
Exhi bit 2357 is Response to Covad Data Request 71
(RC-7). Exhibit T-2358 is Second Suppl enental Response
Testinony, 3/22/02 (RC-T2). Exhibit C 2359 is Excerpt
from Response to Covad DR 60 (RC-1). Exhibit C-2360 is
Excerpt from Response to Covad DR 60 (RC-2). Exhibit
C-2361 is Excerpt from Response to Covad DR 60 (RC-3).
Exhi bit C 2362 is Excerpt from Response to Covad DR 60
(RC-4). Exhibit C 2363 is Excerpt from Response to
Covad DR 60 (RC-5). Exhibit C-2364 is Excerpt from
Response to Covad DR 60 (RC-6). Exhibit C-2365 is

Excerpt from Response to Covad DR 60 (RC-7).
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2 Wher eupon,
3 RI CHARD CABE
4 havi ng been first duly sworn, was called as a wi tness

5 herein and was exani ned and testified as foll ows:

6

7 JUDGE BERG  Thank you, sir.

8

9 DI RECT EXAMI NATI ON

10 BY MS. DOBERNECK

11 Q Good afternoon, Dr. Cabe, can you pl ease

12 state your nanme and busi ness address for the record.

13 A My nane is Richard Cabe. M business address
14 is 221 | Street, Salida, Colorado 81201

15 Q And for purposes of this proceedi ng, have you
16 been retained by Covad Conmuni cati ons Conpany to provide
17 testinony on behal f of Covad?

18 A Yes, | have.

19 Q Are you the same Richard Cabe who filed

20 suppl enental response testinony in this proceeding as

21 wel | as second suppl enental response testinony?

22 A Yes, | am

23 Q And do you have what has been nmarked as

24 Exhi bit T-2350, which is the suppl enental response

25 testinmony, up there with you on the stand?
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A Yes, | do.

Q And do you al so have with you on the stand
the exhibits that were attached to that suppl enenta
response testinony and whi ch have been marked 2351
t hrough 2357, or in other words through RC 7?

A | believe so, the RC-7 is off of the Xerox
that | have, but | believe that -- | believe | do have a
conpl ete set of exhibits here.

Q Great, thank you. As you sit here today, do
you have any changes to the exhibit marked T-2350, which
i s your supplenental response testinony?

A Yes, | do. There's one section in here that
suf fered from confusi on about what is in an RT that
arises from Qwest's change of term nol ogy and departure
fromindustry standard term nology, and | would omt
that section today.

Q And can you, for the record, can you identify
the section that will be struck from your suppl enenta
response testinony, which is also T-23507?

A It's the section beginning on page 24 | abel ed
Qnest cost study is sinply wong to include copper
feeder facilities.

Q So we begin the strike out at that point?

A That's correct.

Q And where does the strike out end?
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A. On page 28, the strike out ends before the
section | abel ed pricing UNEs needed for advanced
servi ces.

Q So the last line that would be struck out on
page 28 states, including the cost of DLC over copper in
its UPS cost study?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. And with the change to your
suppl enental response testinony, is that testinony
correct and accurate to the best of your know edge and
belief?

A Yes, it is.

M5. DOBERNECK: Your Honor, | would like to
nove for the adm ssion of T-2350 and the exhibits that
are attached to T-2350, and those are 2351 through 2357.

MS. ANDERL: No objection.

JUDGE BERG. Those exhibits are adnmtted, and
it is noted that there is a strikeout begi nning on page
24 and continuing through page 28 of that exhibit.

MS. DOBERNECK: Your Honor, for procedura
clarity, would you like ne to resubmit an errata or
repl acenent pages for Dr. Cabe's testinony, or is the
notation of the strikeout sufficient for purposes of our
record?

JUDGE BERG  The replacenent is preferred,
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and the Conmmi ssion is reluctant to go into exhibits that
have been subnmitted by parties and to nake changes to
them | think that would certainly assure Covad that
the exhi bit has been nodified the way it intends.

M5. DOBERNECK: | will do so.
BY MS. DOBERNECK

Q Turning to your second suppl enental response
testimony, Dr. Cabe, that's been marked as T-2358, do
you have that with you up there on the stand?

A Yes, | do.

Q And do you have the seven exhibits that were
attached to your second suppl enental response testinony,
whi ch have been designhated as C-2359 through C 23657

A Yes, | do.

Q Do you have any changes or corrections to
your second suppl emental response testinony?

A No, | don't.

Q So as you sit here today, is that testinony
correct and accurate to the best of your know edge and
belief?

A Yes, it is.

MS. DOBERNECK: | would like to nove for the
adm ssion of T-2358 as well as the exhibits to that
testimony, which are C- 2359 through C 2365.

MS. ANDERL: No objection.
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JUDGE BERG. All right, those exhibits are
adnmi tted.

Do we al so have a stipulation between counse
for the admi ssion of the exhibit that has been marked
2366, C-23667?

MS. DOBERNECK: We do, Your Honor, we
stipulate to the adm ssion of that exhibit.

JUDGE BERG. All right, that exhibit is
adm tted.

MS. ANDERL: Thank you. And, Your Honor
just so it's clear, that is a Covad data request and
Qnest' s suppl emental response, which is what the S1
means after the 04-060S1. That response references
three confidential attachments, A, B, and C. By
agreenent between the parties, we are not providing
attachnments B or C but only confidential attachnent A

JUDGE BERG  Thank you for that additiona
not ati on.

MS. ANDERL: So that there's not concern
later that it's inconplete.

JUDGE BERG  Sonebody would notice it sooner
or later, usually later

MS. ANDERL: Exactly.

MS. DOBERNECK: And the witness is available

for cross.
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MS. ANDERL: [|'mready, |'mready.

CROSS-EXAMI NATI ON

BY Ms. ANDERL:

Q Good afternoon, Dr. Cabe.
A Good afternoon.
Q You have appeared and testified before this

Conmmi ssion on prior occasions in this and other cost
dockets; is that right?

A Yes, | have.

Q And you were here in Part A tal king about the
appropriate price for the high frequency portion of the
| oop; is that right?

A Yes, | was.

Q Okay. And now | recall that you filed
testinmony in Part B on behalf of Covad but that that
testi mony was subsequently adopted by M. Klick; does

that sound famliar to you?

A. That sounds vaguely famliar.
Q Vaguel y because you probably weren't here?
A Well, | wasn't here. | renenber also

appearing telephonically in sone portion of this.
Q Do you recall if you did or didn't testify in
Part B, and if so, if you did, on what issues you

presented testinony?
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A. I thought you just said that in Part B |

tal ked about the cost of the high frequency portion of

the | oop.

Q That woul d have been in Part A

A That was Part A?

Q Ri ght .

A In Part B, I"'mnot sure. It seens like | --
it seems like | -- perhaps that's the one where

appeared tel ephonically, and that was on behal f of Ml
and | don't renmenber honestly what the issue was.

Q Okay. And so you don't specifically recal
whet her you filed testinony that was, for any party,
t hat was adopted by M. Klick?

A. I don't specifically remenber that. | don't
doubt it could have happened.

Q Now you tal k about basically two issues,
unbundl ed packet switching and cooperative testing; is

t hat accurate?

A That's correct.
Q And on the unbundl ed packet switching issues,
you nake a recomrendation to the Conmm ssion, | think,

right at your testinony 2350 on pages 19 forward | guess
generally with regard to Qnest's cost proposal for
unbundl ed packet switching. You did not propose

specific costs or prices for those elenents, did you?



4999

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A No, | couldn't fromthe information that was
avail able to me.

Q And so is it your recommendation to the
Commi ssion here that Qwest sinply be ordered to refile
new i nformation in a | ater phase of this docket or
anot her proceedi ng?

A | meke no recommendati on about how it should
be handl ed procedurally, but my recomrendation is that
the information that's before you now is not adequate to
make any determ nati on about what TELRIC, the TELRIC
costs of these things ampbunts to and that Qwest needs to
come forward with evidence justifying its notivations
for installing the particular technology that it has
chosen, which strong evi dence suggests is not the | east
cost forward | ooki ng technol ogy. And however it's done
procedural |y, Qwest needs to be ordered to produce
TELRI C conpl i ant cost estinmates.

Q Okay. Now on page 3 of your testinony 2350,
you reference a recommendati on that you state is now

before the Conmission, that there's a need to open a new

docket ?
A Yes, | see that.
Q Is that then --
A I"'msorry, | didn't see it, | renmenber it

t hough.
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Q Ckay.
A Okay, | see it now.
Q So to the extent that you don't have a

procedural reconmendation yourself in ternms of how this
matter is handled, you're indicating there that you're
concurring in what you believe to be another

recommendation that's currently before the Commi ssion?

A. That's correct.

Q Have you been follow ng the process of that
docket that you reference there, the SGAT 271 proceeding
i n Washi ngton?

A No, | haven't.

Q Are you aware what terms and conditions have
been ordered as the terns and conditions under which
Quest nust of fer unbundl ed packet swi tching?

A No, | haven't, and | understand that that
m ght be part of the subject matter of the proceeding
that was suggested in the order that |I cite in ny
testi nony.

Q Are you famliar with the FCC s requirenents
with regard to the circunstances under which an ILEC is
required to of fer unbundl ed packet swi tching?

A. Cenerally, | haven't studied themin the | ast
few days, but |I'mgenerally aware of what they are.

Q Is it fair to say that there are four
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separate and distinct conditions that nust be met before
an ILEC is obligated to offer unbundl ed packet
swi t chi ng?

A There are four conditions.

Q And woul d you be willing to accept subject to
your check that the Washi ngt on Conm ssion has at |east
to date affirnmed those four conditions as appropriate
for the requirement to offer unbundl ed packet swi tching?

A Subj ect to check.

Q Now did you read Ms. MIlion's testinony
where she expressed surprise that Covad was not famliar
with Qnest's proposal for line sharing over fiber fed
| oops, because at least it was Qunest's belief that that
had been di scussed in Part B?

A Yes, | did read that.

Q And did you note that she cited in her
testinony to a transcript fromthe Part B proceedi ng and
Ms. Brohl's, B-R-O-H L, testinony in that proceeding?

A. | vaguely recall that.

Q Okay. After reading that testinmony, did you
review that transcript?

A No, | didn't, it's not something that -- it's
not sonmething that | heard during the -- | certainly
wasn't aware of that before it was nentioned, and | saw

no need to review it.
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Q You state in your testinony that it's Covad's
position, at least in this Part D of the docket, that it
was unaware that Qmest was proposing its DA Hotel or
renote collocation of DSLAMs as its solution or proposal
for line sharing over fiber fed | oops; is that right?

A. | think it's nmy testinony that | was not
aware. | don't know about Covad's position or what
Covad in general was aware of.

Q And could you turn to your Exhibit RC-5,
whi ch shoul d be Exhibit 2355.

A (Conplies.)

Q RC-5 to your direct testinony or your first
round of testinony.

A You know - -

Q And | think that's where you are. Are your

pages cut off on the top?

A They are consistently cut off on the top.
Q Coul d you turn to the affidavit of Georgeanne
Wei denbach.
A Sur e.
Q And it's the docunent right before that.
Okay. Sorry.

MS. ANDERL: |Is that 2355? |[|'msorry, Your
Honor, | m splaced half of ny exhibit list. It wasn't

st apl ed.
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1 JUDGE BERG It is.
2 MS. DOBERNECK: Yes, that's 2355 is the

3 response to Covad Data Request 22.

4 MS. ANDERL: Ckay.

5 M5. TENNYSON: The affidavit is 2356.

6 MS. ANDERL: Thank you.

7 THE WTNESS: And it's the one page docunent?
8 MS. ANDERL: Yes.

9 THE W TNESS: Ckay.

10 BY MS. ANDERL

11 Q So at least as of the date that you filed

12 your testinony on the 14th of February, you were aware
13 of that data request response?

14 A. I have seen this response.

15 Q Okay. And is that the response then that

16 made it clear to you that the DA Hotel proposal was

17 Qnest's solution for line sharing over fiber fed | oops?
18 A No, it certainly didn't. This response, the
19 way | read this response was that you were basically

20 refusing to provide anything about |ine sharing over

21 fiber, and it was not at issue in this proceeding.

22 Q Did the response nake it clear to you Qmest's
23 position that consistent with a prior Comm ssion order
24 in this docket the matter had been addressed in Part B?

25 A | see that you refer to Part B. | certainly
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didn't come away froma reading of this response with an
under st andi ng of the network that you had chosen or the
-- or what evidence you were offering in this proceeding
relative to line sharing over fiber

Q And if there was such evidence presented in
the Part B portion of this proceeding, you did not go
back and attenpt to reviewthat; is that correct?

A. That's correct.

Q Okay. Let's talk for a little while about
cooperative testing. Now you received through your --

t hrough Covad's counsel several stacks of docunents from
-- that were Qwest's response and suppl enmental response
to Covad Data Request Number 60; is that right?

A Yes, | did.

Q And would it be fair to say that those
attachments, which are not admitted here, but nunmbered
in several hundred pages?

A It was a stack about this high

MS. DOBERNECK: Your Honor, just to clarify
for the record, excerpts of that data request are
attached to Dr. Cabe's testinobny, so portions are, but
certainly not the conplete set of documents that were
responsive to it.

MS. ANDERL: | accept that clarification.

BY MS. ANDERL:
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Q Dr. Cabe, when you said it was a stack about
this high, would you say about eight inches?

A About eight inches.

Q Great. And those were -- well, how would you
characterize those records, field notes from
installation and testing activities?

A They were -- they were a | og of Quwest
activities associated with installations, and they
i ncluded varying | evels of detail about what was done in
a particular installation.

Q And they were all installations for Covad
orders for unbundled | oops; is that right?

A That's correct.

Q And we want to be careful, Dr. Cabe, not to
put any nunbers in terms of the quantity of orders on
the record, so to the extent that you're fanmliar with
how many orders Covad gave us in any nonth for unbundl ed
| oops, please don't say that out |oud.

A. Okay.

MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you.

Q Is it correct that you revi ewed orders for
the entire nmonth of January, or at |east orders that
Qnest represented to you were for the entire nonth of
January?

A Yes, | believe so.
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Q And then orders also for one week in Novenber
and one week in Decenber of the year 20017

A That's what | recall

Q Okay. And it was your review of those
docunents that then pronpted the subm ssion of your
second pi ece of testinmony, Exhibit 2358?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. And as Ms. Doberneck kindly rem nded
me, the exhibits you attached to your testinmony are
excerpts fromthe docunents you revi ewed?

A Yes, they are.

Q And are those, you said that was a | og,
they're generally prepared in a kind of a shorthand,
aren't they?

A. Yes, they are, they don't -- they don't abide
by the usual conventions of grammar and spelling.

Q Thank you. And if you would just turn to the

first one, your Exhibit 1 to your 2358, so that's

C- 2359.
A Okay.
Q Just in general, the convention on these

docunents appears to be the date of the activities in
the far left-hand colum; is that correct?
A That's correct, and it's also useful to know

that the timng goes fromthe bottom up.
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1 Q Ckay. And is it also the timng represented

2 there on a 24 hour clock?

3 A Yes, | believe it is.

4 Q Mlitary type time?

5 A (Noddi ng head.)

6 Q And t he bl acked out areas are, as |

7 understand it, areas that either did not pertain to the
8 orders you discussed or areas -- well, is that at |east
9 part if not all of it?

10 A. That's my understanding. | didn't personally
11 do the redacting.

12 Q Okay.

13 MS. DOBERNECK: And, Your Honor, for purposes
14 of clarifying the record, counsel did the redaction to
15 redact information that may have been confidential to

16 Qnwest such as the sort of code entries and things like
17 that or information that did not pertain to the exanples
18 Dr. Cabe provided. Since both parties clained

19 confidentiality as to the docunent itself, | didit to
20 ensure that we were as limted as possible.

21 MS. ANDERL: Just so that it's clear, we

22 don't have a problemw th that. I|I'mjust trying to

23 explain the exhibit for the record.

24 JUDGE BERG All right, thank you, that

25 t hought had occurred to ne.
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1 BY MS. ANDERL

2 Q It may be that these docunents on a

3 non-redacted basis al so contai ned purchase order nunbers
4 or order nunbers or other identifying codes.

5 A Names and addresses.

6 Q And ny review of those exhibits that you

7 presented indicates that nost if not all of that

8 i nformati on has been redacted; does that conport with
9 your under st andi ng?

10 A Yes, it does.

11 Q Now let's stick with the January data for
12 right now. Did you review or attenpt to review each

13 order or the field notes for each order?

14 A. | probably -- | don't want to say that |
15 | ooked at every single one. | didn't try to be
16 exhaustive. | went through picking out illustrative

17 exanpl es of the phenonena that occur

18 Q So based on your review, can you tell nme

19 today for the nonth of January, and if we need to nake

20 this confidential we certainly can, but can you tell ne
21 the nunber of tinmes for the orders that were subnitted

22 in January that Covad clains Qwest approached Covad for
23 testing of |oops that were not ready to be turned over

24 to Covad?

25 A No, | can't tell you today. | can -- |
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pi cked out several illustrations of that phenonenon, and
there are many nore that can be found in the data that |
| ooked at. | picked certain ones because they were very
clear illustrations of the points that | wanted to nake,
and | don't believe that the nature of the data admits
the possibility of calculating sone percentage. Wen
first started to look at it, | imagined that | night be
able to calculate a percentage of the time that a
particul ar occurrence happens in the data, but it turned
out that that was not possible for reasons described in
nmy testinony, in particular that the nature of the
docunentation is that there are some instances that sone
-- sone of the records suggest that something else is
going on, and | think it's a very strong suggestion, and
that -- that didn't allow me to have any confidence in
calculating any sort of percentage that you might cone
up with.

M5. DOBERNECK: |'msorry, to clarify, when
you referred to as described in your testinobny, you are
tal ki ng about your second suppl enental testinmony.

THE W TNESS: That's correct.

MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you.

BY M5. ANDERL:
Q Now, Dr. Cabe, do you understand it to be

Qnest's position in this case that when an unbundl ed
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loop is ordered with cooperative testing, Qwest wll
conduct a performance test on the loop prior to

contacting the CLEC to performthe cooperative testing?

A That' s my under st andi ng.
Q Okay. And did your review of the records for
the orders in January show that that -- occasions where

that process was, in fact, followed?

A Well, it's -- it's hard to tell fromthese
records exactly what testing was done, and the point of
the exanples that | chose was that whether it's done or
not, it isn't effective. And, you know, just because
sonmebody goes out and performs sone test and, you know,
makes a note in a log or fails to nake a note in a | og,
that really isn't relevant to the issue at hand. The
guestion at hand is, does Qumest test adequately to
acconplish the purpose of insuring that every | oop
that's being offered for delivery is indeed a working
| oop that satisfies Quest's technical specifications for
that type of loop, and | found that that was not the
case in many instances. | provided some exanples.

Q So is it your testinony that you didn't see a
single instance where the field notes or log reflected a
performance test and confirmation that the | oop was good
prior to contacting -- prior to Qmest contacting Covad

for cooperative testing?
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A. And then on cooperative testing the |oop did
turn out indeed to be good? | saw nmany instances of
t hat happeni ng.

Q Now do you know either of your own know edge
or frominformation provided to you by Covad whether in
the year 2001 or in the year 2002 to date whether Covad
has ordered | oops in Washington from Quest without

cooperative testing, in other words on a basic instal

basi s?

A. I don't know one way or the other.

Q Do you know what kind of performance tests --
well, let me back up a mnute.

Do you recogni ze and accept the difference
bet ween performance testing and cooperative testing that
Qnest has explained in its testinony and data request
responses?

A Well, ny understanding is that -- ny
understanding is that Quest's position is that they
undert ake performance testing of every loop that's being
of fered for delivery no matter what the installation
option chosen is.

Q Okay. And that those perfornmance tests are
tests designed to detern ne whether there are certain
types of faults on the loop, including faults that have

been descri bed as opens breaks, grounds, or shorts?
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A. O foreign volts or whatever, but my point
really is not how many tinmes sonebody checks off a box
that says that they did a test, but how effective those
tests are. And the, you know, the exanples in ny
testinony are illustrations of the phenomenon of whether
tests -- whether Qunest did testing or not, the | oop when
it was offered for delivery was not working to those
speci fications. And, you know, | provided illustrative
exanpl es, and M. Hubbard's rebuttal to that essentially
corroborates my concl usion.

Q Do you understand from your review of the
docunents and the testinony in this docket that a CLEC
who orders cooperative testing is able to order tests or
order Qwmest to conduct tests that are different from and

additional to the tests Qmest perforns for performance

testing?
A That's my under st andi ng.
Q And just as an exampl e, during cooperative

testing, the parties could performsonething called a
| oop back test that is not something that Qwmest perforns
during the performance testing portion?

A | don't -- 1 don't know whether that's
sonet hing that Qmest routinely performs during the
performance testing portion. Qaest's responses to data

requests have indicated that they test the entire | oop
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fromthe -- fromthe CLEC s point of demarcation on the
ICDF in the central office, which is where the -- which
is where the pair goes into the -- goes off to the
CLEC s collocation, Qmest has indicated that they test
all the way fromthat point to the customer’'s point of
denmarcation at the custoner's premises. And it's clear
fromthe record that that's not the case, and it's, you
know, it's corroborated in both of the exanples in

M . Hubbard's testinony.

Q I don't think that that was really ny
gquestion, Dr. Cabe, so let nme try it again.

Are you aware of whether or not Quest
performs a | oop back test or is even able to performa
| oop back test during the performance testing part of
testing the | oop?

A Well, | know that Qwest certainly could
performa | oop back test, and it's -- I'mnot certain
whet her they routinely do or not.

Q Woul d you accept subject to your check that
Qnest's data request responses indicate that a | oop back
test is not a part of the standard perfornmance testing?

MS. DOBERNECK: |'m not objecting per se, but
I would like a specification of what response to what
data request.

MS. ANDERL: ©Oh, | knew you were going to ask
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me to do that. | was hoping that the witness could
remenber and we could just streamline, and | -- | will
find it.

MS. DOBERNECK: 1Is it one of the --

M5. ANDERL: It's one of the ones that's been
admitted. It's not one of the ones he adnmitted.

MS. DOBERNECK:  Ah.

MS. ANDERL: But one that cane through, cane
in at Covad's offer through one of Qwest's w tnesses. |
will findit.

MS. DOBERNECK: Okay.

JUDGE BERG Even though we have varied
slightly fromthe practice, | think parties know that
the i ntended use of a subject to check is a factua
matter that can be checked by evidence in the record.
And so in this instance, even though it will take a few
nmonments to survey the exhibits, it would be appropriate
froman evidentiary point to do so.

We will be off the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

MS. ANDERL: Thank you, Your Honor. On the
break, we have directed Dr. Cabe to Exhibit 2157.

BY MS. ANDERL:
Q Do you see that, do you have that docunent,

Dr. Cabe?
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A Yes, | do.

Q And that was in relationship or in regards to
a question that | asked you about the types of tests
that Qnest has said it perforns during the performance
testing part of the |oop delivery. Do you see there the
listing in that response?

A The listing?

Q Listing of the types of tests that Quest

typically performs for --

A Yes, | do.

Q -- different kinds of |oops --

A Yes

Q -- during the performnce testing process?
A Yes, | do.

Q And do you know or would Covad be willing to

stipulate that the type of |loop that we're tal king about
here in connection with Covad's business is typically
the 2 and 4-wire non-|oaded | oop?

A. That's my under st andi ng.

Q And that's at the second bullet point?

Al t hough -- yeah, that's ny understanding,

al though | believe that there are probably sone -- also
sone | SDN | oops involved. ['mnot certain of that.
MS. DOBERNECK: | think we can safely say for

purposes of this record 2 and 4-wire as well as | SDN
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| oops.
Q Al right. And, Dr. Cabe, in that data
request response, Qwmest has not |listed a | oop back test

as one of the standard el enents of a performance test,

has it?
A No, it hasn't.
Q Okay. But is it your understanding that

Covad coul d ask Qmest to conduct a | oop back test if
Covad ordered cooperative testing from Qmest?

MS. DOBERNECK: Your Honor, I'mgoing to
object, Dr. Cabe is sort of an econom c and policy
witness. | think we're getting into technical areas,
and | think we need sone foundation to see if Dr. Cabe
even actually has the know edge to answer this question

MS. ANDERL: | can certainly do that. |
bel i eved he woul d be able to answer the question just
based on his review of the testinmony of the other
Wi tnesses in this docket.

BY MS. ANDERL:

Q Dr. Cabe, do you know, well, and | nean |
guess | don't know if you are in a position to know
this, but are you -- do you understand from Qmest's
testi nony and data request responses in this docket that
it is during cooperative testing that a CLEC can specify

to Qnest that tests can be perforned in addition to
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those listed in this Exhibit 21577
A It's nmy understanding that the CLEC can

request a variety of tests, and as to specific types of

tests that m ght be requested, | would refer to
M. Donovan.
Q Okay, that's what | thought. Can we stil

tal k about testing in general though without reference
to specific types of tests?

A Sure.

Q In the provision of an unbundled | oop to
Covad, Qmest can test its own portion of the |oop prior

to delivery to Covad; is that correct?

A That's correct.
Q Ckay.
A. And indeed it says in this response to this

data request, the | ast paragraph says:
During the perfornmance testing, Qmest
tests the circuit fromthe network
interface at the custoner's prenise to
the interconnect distribution frame.

Q And the sentence after that says:

In a cooperative test environnent, the
tests are extended by the CLEC beyond
the | CDF or beyond the network interface

at the customer prenise.
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Do you see that?

A Yes, | see that, and it's my understanding --

Q Do you have an understandi ng of what that
means?

A Yes, | do.

Q Can you explain that, please?

A It's nmy understandi ng that what that neans is

that during cooperative testing, the portion of the --
the -- during cooperative testing, the facilities from
the ICDF, which is a Qnest facility in a Qwest centra
office, to -- into the CLEC s coll ocati on space,
including certain facilities of the CLECin their

col |l ocation space, can be included. | have never
understood how it could be extended beyond the network
interface at the custoner interface.

But the point that | would |ike to make about
this is that the faults that | noted and for which
provided illustrative exanples in ny testinony occur
within the Qwvest portion of the network. These are not
probl ens that arose because the Covad portion of the
network was added during cooperative testing. They were
probl ems that were there in the Covad -- in the Quest
facilities and were only identified when they were
tested during cooperative testing. So they weren't

i dentified by Quest before the | oop was offered for
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del i very.

Q Thank you, Dr. Cabe. Yes, | understand that
that is your testinony.

Do you think that Qwmest should offer a
cooperative testing option for those CLECs who wish to
test the | oop back into their network?

A | don't -- | don't have an opinion about that
one way or the other. The reason that Covad orders
cooperative testing and given the nature of the way that
cooperative testing was initially introduced, | suspect
the truth -- the sanme is true for nobst CLECs, what they
want to do is just assure that the | oop that's being
delivered to them by Covad -- by Qmest is -- functions
properly.

Q Now, Dr. Cabe, you're not directly enployed
by Covad, right?

A. No, I'mcertainly not.

Q Can you describe the extent to which you are
i nvolved in the day-to-day business operations at Covad?

A Not at all.

That was a description, not an answer.

Q Good short answer. Do you -- so your
testi nony today about why Covad orders cooperative
testing from Qeest, that testinony is based on

i nformati on given to you by Covad or representations
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t hat Covad has made to you?
A That's correct.
MS. ANDERL: | don't have any other questions
for this w tness, thank you.
JUDGE BERG. Thank you, Ms. Anderl.
Ms. Tennyson.
MS. TENNYSON: W do not have any questi ons.

JUDGE BERG. All right.

EXAMI NATI ON
BY JUDGE BERG
Q Dr. Cabe, | have one line of questions based
upon reference in your supplemental response testinony.
This may be a question for M. Cabe, it does relate to
testing, but let nme direct your attention to page 10 of
your suppl enmental response testinony, that is Exhibit
T- 2350.
MS. DOBERNECK: |'m sorry, Your Honor, you
sai d page 107
JUDGE BERG.  Page 10.
MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you.
A Yes, | have that.
BY JUDGE BERG
Q Al right. And this question is sonewhat

generated by your response to the question, in what way
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1 does Covad's loop testing activity benefit Qwest, and

2 the foundati on question is whether you have know edge

3 that Qwest provides data connections on a regular basis

4 to its customers.

5 A. Yes, Qwest does.

6 Q Al right. And do you know whet her Quest

7 provi des ongoing testing on those data lines to its

8 custoners?

9 A I["msure that they do. | want to defer to
10 M . Donovan, but the one point init that | would Iike
11 to make that's the -- the distinction that | would
12 suggest that M. Donovan should el aborate on is that
13 when Qnest is preparing a loop for delivery to Covad
14 say, what they have is a loop that's sitting there and
15 it's, you know, in the sinplest case it's a pair of
16 copper wires that has one end at the | CDF and the other
17 end at sone custoner's prem ses.

18 And in between there, it goes through al

19 sorts of places. It goes through places where it gets
20 attached to a termnal, and the other side of that

21 terminal is a continuation of the same pair of wres,

22 and they're broken but for the term nals nmaking the

23 connection, and those are called cross connects. And it
24 makes -- it goes through places -- another point of

25 fault that it goes through comonly, or always | expect,
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is called a heat coil. And a heat coil is basically a
fuse in the Qrvest central office, and if that -- if that
| oop was actually being used for a voice service or for
a data service that Qmest is providing to one of their
custoners, the end of the | oop would be attached to sone
pi ece of equi pnent, and that piece of equi prent woul d
provide for Qwest to do sonme testing in a nechanized
fashion in a very efficient manner.

A loop, a UNE | oop that's being delivered to
Covad isn't attached to anything until they do the work
in the central office to attach it to Covad' s equi pnent
inside their collocation. So when Qenest calls for a
cooperative test, what they're doing is they're asking
Covad to use their equipment to which this wire -- pair
of wires is attached. They're asking themto use the
Covad equi pnent in the same way that Qwmest woul d use
their equi pment that the wires terminate on in a
situation where they were providing their own service.
That's the very efficient way to thoroughly test the
| oop.

And with your indul gence, let nme just go one
step further and say, | nmentioned the fuse, the heat
coil, one of the illustrative exanples in ny testinony
was of a situation where a heat coil, according to the

Qnest records, the heat coil was bad, and that was
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identified at cooperative testing, but it hadn't been
identified by Qwest testing. Well, M. Hubbard's
rebuttal to that said that, | didn't understand that the
heat coil had to be renoved in order for Qwest to test
this loop. Well, fine. And then either the heat coi
wasn't put back in, or it was defective and it never got
tested. In fact, that heat coil is part of the |oop
that never gets tested if you do it that way. On the
ot her hand, if you -- if Qmest relies on Covad because
the wires term nate on Covad equi pnent inside their
collocation, then the heat coil can be in place while
the loop is being tested, and if there's any probl em
with that heat coil, it will be identified through that
testing in exactly the same way that Qwmest would perform
tests if the equipnent -- if the pair of wres
term nated on any piece of Qwmest equi pnment inside the
central office. And |I'mnot an engineer, M. Donovan
may want to correct nme if | have made any errors here
but that's ny understanding of it.

Q Let's | ook beyond cooperative testing and
| ook at the subject of ongoing testing. And so the
guestion woul d then be whet her you have know edge t hat
Qnest provides ongoing testing, not testing that would
be consi dered cooperative testing to be perforned

i medi ately after initiating service and handi ng the
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| oop over so to speak, but ongoing testing.

A | believe that it's commopn practice for |oca
exchange conpanies to do ongoing testing, and |'m sure
that M. Donovan can speak to that in great detail

Q Al right. And do you have any know edge of

the types of ongoing tests that would be provided?

A For ongoing tests for a loop that is not in
service?
Q That has been placed in service, do you have

any know edge of the types of ongoing tests that would
be perforned?

A Let ne defer to M. Donovan.

Q All right. And then just to conclude this
line of questioning with you before taking it up later
with M. Donovan, if Qmest performed ongoing testing for
itself, wouldn't Qwest also do the sanme for Covad?

A Well, 1 think again the big inportant
distinction here is whether the | oop, the pair of wres,
is termnating on sonme piece of equi pnent that bel ongs
to Qwest. And in the case of a UNE | oop that's going
into Covad's collocation area, that's not the case. And
so | defer entirely to M. Donovan, but it's ny
under st andi ng that there probably won't be any ongoi ng
testing in the situation of a | oop that goes into

Covad's col |l ocati on space.
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JUDGE BERG. All right, those are the
guestions that | have.

| suggest that before we turn to redirect we
go ahead and all ow Qnest to conduct additional cross
based on my questions. It may streanline the process.

MS. ANDERL: | did just have one follow up,

Your Honor, thank you.

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON
BY MS. ANDERL:
Q In response to a question by Judge Berg,
Dr. Cabe, you used the phrase when Quest calls for a
cooperative test or when Qwest calls Covad for a
cooperative test. Is it your understandi ng that Quest
woul d call Covad for a cooperative test in circunstances

where Covad has not ordered cooperative testing?

A One of the exanples that's in ny testinony is
of a situation where a technician in the field was -- to
give you a short answer, | believe that that does
happen. One of the illustrations in ny testinmony is of

a situation where a technician in the field had some
guestion about the status of a particular |oop, and the
central office work on installing that |oop had al ready
been done so that the |loop actually term nated on

Covad's equi pnent. And the technician just called Covad
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and said, this loop term nates on your equipnent, wll

you do a test for me. And so yes, | believe that does
happen.
Q Isn'"t it correct, Dr. Cabe, that the

informati on that Covad requested from Qumest in that data
request was only for | oops that had been ordered with
cooperative testing?

A Yes, that's true, but this technician was
departing fromyour standard practices in any case, and
I, you know, if it's -- if it's a standard practice to
not call if it's a repair matter or for whatever
purpose, if it's efficient and, you know, technicians
cooperate with each other and try to -- try to solve
problenms, it would be efficient for the technician to do
that, because in order for themto call Covad and get a
test on this thing, since it term nates on Covad
equi pnent, that's a very sinple matter for -- to -- in
order to get a test on it internally for whatever
purpose, the test -- the testing capabilities are going
to be nore expensive and perhaps nore difficult to
perform

Q But I want to clarify, the exanple that you
gave just a nonent ago, are you saying that that was a
| oop that Covad had ordered without cooperative testing?

A No, I'mnot saying that, and |I have -- | have
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not seen a log for a | oop ordered wi thout cooperative
testing or I -- nor have | seen specific evidence of a
| oop that had al ready been installed a long tinme ago and
was now bei ng repaired where this happens. But it
certainly can happen, and | wouldn't be surprised if it
does, although it is probably a departure from Qmest's
st andard procedures.

MS. ANDERL: Ckay, thank you for that
clarification. | have nothing nore at the nonent.

JUDGE BERG All right.

MS. TENNYSON:  Your Honor, if | mght, | have
one question of clarification.

JUDCGE BERG  Yes, go ahead, Ms. Tennyson.

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON
BY MS. TENNYSON

Q Dr. Cabe, do we have in your testinony or
exhibits a quantification of the percentage of | oops
delivered to Covad from Qvest that Covad believes were
faulty?

A No, we don't, and ny testinmony does explain
that | had actually hoped to do something like that, and
I certainly would do that if I could be confident in the
nunmbers. But because of deficiencies in the data,

can't be confident. |'mpretty sure that there are
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1 i nstances where that happens that are not docunented in
2 the data that | have been able to exam ne.

3 MS. TENNYSON: Ckay, thank you, | have

4 not hi ng further.

5 JUDGE BERG. All right, thank you.

6 Ms. Dober neck.

7 MS. DOBERNECK: | have a few questions.
8

9 REDI RECT EXAMI NATI ON

10 BY MS. DOBERNECK:

11 Q Dr. Cabe, in response to one of Ms. Anderl's
12 nost recent questions, you described a scenario in which
13 a Qwest technician called up Covad outside of a

14 cooperative test; is that right?

15 A. Yeah, | don't know what you want to call it,
16 but the Covad -- the technician, the Qwmest technician,
17 cal l ed Covad knowi ng that this |loop term nated on Covad
18 equi pnment and just asked for a test.

19 Q Is that al so sonething that you have referred
20 to in your testinobny as a pretest?

21 A Well, the business of a pretest, it's not

22 clear what a pretest is. M testinony explains that

23 Qnest seenms to call -- Qwmest seens to name the first

24 i nstance of testing by the CLEC as a pretest, and then

25 as soon as the CLEC says it tests fine, then the Covad
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1 i npl emrentor, test inplenmentor, asks Covad to accept

2 delivery of the |oop

3 Q Did you nmean to say the Qwmest inplenentor?
4 A Did 1l --

5 Q You said the Covad i npl enentor.

6 A I"msorry, the Qmest inplenentor then asks

7 Covad, the Covad tester, if it will be okay to call this
8 a cooperative test and you will accept delivery on the
9 | oop. And no additional testing happens, there's

10 not hi ng di fferent between cooperative testing and

11 pretesting in the sense of tests that are done. |It's

12 just what Qwest wants to call it.

13 Q And do you provide an exanple of that in your
14 testi nony?

15 A. Yes, there's an exanple or two of that. It
16 may appear in several of them |[It's -- that happens in
17 oh, in 95% of the ones that | have | ooked at.

18 Q Okay. You al so responded to one of Ms. --
19 Ms. Anderl's questions.

20 MS. DOBERNECK: Excuse nme, | recognize you

21 did not change your nane when you got nmarri ed.

22 JUDGE BERG. No, but he is M. Anderl.
23 MS. DOBERNECK: | have a M. Doberneck back
24 in Denver, so.

25 MS. ANDERL: | thought ny nmother was in the
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room
BY MS. DOBERNECK

Q So all frivolity aside, you did respond to
one of Ms. Anderl's questions that you did, in fact, see
i nstances where there was performance testing, a problem
was detected, and then Qmest fixed the problem Does
t hat change your position or your recommendation to this
Commi ssion as to whether Qaest should be permitted to
charge for cooperative testing?

A. No, the -- Qmest's proposal to -- no, the
i ssue of what tests Qnest perforns is really irrelevant.
Qnest has a responsibility to deliver a | oop that works,
and that's all that Covad is trying to acconplish
t hrough cooperative testing is the ability to test |oops
as they are delivered to see if indeed they work. And,
you know, Covad doesn't really want to have to stand
ready to test every single loop as it's delivered to
make sure that whatever testing Qmest has done has been
adequate to the task of ensuring that the | oop works.
Covad woul d prefer to just be able to rely on Quest to
deliver loops that will work.

The proposal to charge for Qaest's activities

in cooperative testing adds insult to injury. The CLEC
is injured when they have to stand ready to -- they have

to keep personnel and facilities ready to test every
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loop as it's offered for delivery. And to suggest that
the assistance in quality control that they give to
Qnest at the time of delivery causes Qmest to undertake
activities for which the CLEC ought to conpensate them
I mean | just regard it as preposterous.

Q And ny final question, Ms. Anderl started out
her |ine of questioning about whether you knew or didn't
know about the role line sharing over fiber played in
this particular Part D. Can you state why apparently
you were surprised that line sharing over fiber is part
of -- is at issue in Part D?

A Well, the -- | guess I'm-- I'mquite -- |'m
quite surprised after reading the response to that data
request that Ms. Anderl directed me to, | thought that
that data request was telling me that it is not at issue
in this proceeding at all. Wen | saw Ms. Wi denbach's
affidavit in Mnnesota, it became clear to nme that what
Qnest was offering as UPS is in some cases anyway goi ng
to be offered as Qunest's version of what |ine sharing

is, and | don't believe that that's an adequate

description of what line sharing is at all. And, you
know, | think that's very, very different from-- from
line sharing, and I -- so | was quite surprised. Do you

want nme to ---

MS. DOBERNECK: | think that will be
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1 sufficient, thank you.

2 And | have no further questions.

3 JUDGE BERG. Ms. Anderl.

4 MS. ANDERL: | hesitate to wade in, but.
5

6 RECROSS- EXAMI NATI ON

7 BY MS. ANDERL

8 Q Dr. Cabe, do you understand that Qwest's

9 proposal for |ine sharing over fiber fed loops is

10 actually the DA Hotel or renpote term nal collocation

11 proposal ?

12 A That's my understanding. M understanding is
13 that Qnest is offering the DA Hotel, you can collocate
14 at each of these many, many facilities that are not

15 renote termnals in the normal sense of what a renote

16 termnal is, but they are distribution areas, and that's
17 -- that's part of it. There's --

18 Q And if | could just followup with a

19 guestion. And that when that renpte term na

20 collocation is not available and other circunstances are
21 met, then Qwest will offer unbundl ed packet switching.
22 Do you understand that to be the proposal ?

23 A. That's my understandi ng of Qmest's proposal
24 MS. ANDERL: Ckay, | just wanted to be sure

25 that we were --
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Ckay, that's all | have.

JUDGE BERG  Anything further, M. Doberneck?

M5. DOBERNECK: No, Your Honor.

JUDCGE BERG  Anything else, Ms. Tennyson?

MS. TENNYSON:  No.

JUDGE BERG All right, Dr. Cabe, thank you
very much for being here and testifying and for your
pati ence and understanding. At this time, you're
excused fromthe stand and fromthe proceeding.

THE W TNESS: Thank you very rmuch.

JUDGE BERG  You're very wel cone.

This would be a good tinme to take about a 12
m nute break, and let's be off the record.

(Recess taken.)

JUDGE BERG. | have one adm nistrative matter
to take care of before we begin the testinony of Covad's
Wi tness M. John Donovan, and that is with regards to
two exhibits that had been previously identified and
nunbered and admitted to the record, there will be a
change in the nunbering of those exhibits. Exhibit 2129
shal | be renunmbered Exhibit E-2100, and Exhibit 2099

shal | be renunmbered Exhibit E-2101.

(The followi ng exhibits were identified in

conjunction with the testinony of JOHN C. DONOVAN. )
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Exhibit T-2370 is Reply Testinony of John
Donovan (JCD-T1). Exhibit 2371 is C. V. of John C.
Donovan (JCD-1). Exhibit 2372 is Alcatel Press Rel ease,
dat ed Novenber 17, 1999 (JCD-2). Exhibit 2373 is
Al catel Product Brochure (JCD-3). Exhibit 2374 is

Al catel Product Brochure (JCD-4).

JUDGE BERG Are there any other matters
counsel w shes to address on the record before we begin?
Hearing nothing, M. Donovan, would you

pl ease rai se your right hand.

Wher eupon,
JOHN C. DONOVAN,
havi ng been first duly sworn, was called as a w tness

herein and was exani ned and testified as foll ows:

JUDGE BERG.  Thank you.

DI RECT EXAMI NATI ON
BY MS. DOBERNECK:
Q Good afternoon, M. Donovan. Could you state
your nanme and busi ness address for the record.
A Yes, my nane is John C. Donovan, and ny

busi ness address is 11 Osborne Road, Garden City, New
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1 York 11530.

2 Q And by whom are you enpl oyed, M. Donovan?

3 A ' m enpl oyed by Tel ecom Vi sions | ncorporated,
4 a consulting firm

5 Q And with respect to this Part D, are you

6 provi ding testinony on behalf of Covad Communi cati ons

7 Conpany?
8 A. Yes, | am
9 Q Are you the same John Donovan that filed

10 reply testinony in this Part D proceedi ng?

11 A Yes, | am

12 Q And do you have that testinony in front of
13 you today?

14 A Yes, | do.

15 MS. DOBERNECK: And for the record,

16 M. Donovan's reply testinony has been marked as Exhi bit
17 T-2370.

18 BY MS. DOBERNECK:

19 Q Do you have any changes to nmake to that

20 testinmony as you sit here today?

21 A Yes, | have one change.
22 Q Can you please tell ne what that change is.
23 A. Yes, that change is on page 3, right after

24 the first question, beginning of the answer, Covad

25 Communi cations, Inc. should actually be Covad
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Communi cati ons Conpany. And that's the only correction
| have.

Q So with that single change, is your testinony
correct and accurate to the best of your know edge and
bel i ef ?

A Yes, it is.

MS. DOBERNECK: Your Honor, I'd like to nmove
for the admi ssion of T-2370 as well as the exhibits that

are attached to that testinony, which are 2371 through

2374.

MS. ANDERL: No objection.

JUDGE BERG. Those exhibits are admtted.

M5. DOBERNECK: And M. Donovan is avail able
for cross.

JUDGE BERG  Thank you, Ms. Doberneck

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON

BY Ms. ANDERL:

Q Good afternoon, M. Donovan.
A Good afternoon.
Q Your education, experience, and training is

as an engineer; is that correct?
A. Engi neer, construction person, manager, and
consul tant.

Q Not as an economi st ?
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A Not an economi st.

Q O a cost anal yst?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. And as | recall your testinony, you

participated in one of the first workshops in the first
cost docket in 1997, but you have not testified here in
Washi ngton since then?

A That's correct.

Q Did you, well, let's see, did you undertake
any activity to famliarize yourself with the history of

this docket in Washington prior to testifying here

t oday?
A Yes.
Q And can you tell me generally what you did in

that regard.

A Generally | focused ny attention on docunents
specifically related to this portion or segnent of this
particul ar docket, in other words Part D, by review ng
the testinony of various parties and sone, quite a bit
of the discovery responses to Covad.

Q Did you review any part of the Part B record
in this docket?

A No.

Q Did you review Qrmest's vol um nous response to

Covad's Data Request Number 60, which is the
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information, the field notes and | ogs that | discussed
with Dr. Cabe on the testing associated with the | oop
provi si oni ng?

A Yes, | did sonme review of that. | would
classify it as a cursory review, and | believe | may
have had one or two conversations with M. Cabe to help
hi m under st and sone of the abbreviations and acronynmns.

Q Okay, thank you. Are you fanmiliar with the
docket that is open here in Washington for consideration
of Qnest's statenent of generally available terns and
conditions in connection with the 271 proceedi ng?

A No.

Q Are you familiar with or are you aware of
whet her or not the Conmm ssion has ruled in that
proceedi ng or any ot her proceeding in Washi ngton about
the ternms and conditions under which Qmest is required
to of fer unbundl ed packet swi tching?

A | don't believe so, no. Unless there was

testinmony in this particular Part D, no.

Q Now turn to page 8 of your testinobny, please.
A Okay.
Q You have a sentence there in the m ddl e of

t hat answer that is perhaps nore general than you
i ntended, and | don't know that, and that's what | want

toclarify with you. You state there generally copper
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Tl lines are not considered forward | ooki ng technol ogy
by anyone in the industry. Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Do you nean that statenment as generally as
you have stated it there, or do you nean to limt it to
the context of the discussion that you're having there,
which is a feed to a renpte terninal and a renptely
| ocat ed DSLAM?

A ' m not sure whether that was a yes or a no,
but in any case, | would Iike to explain and answer your
guestion as best | can and as short as | can. Frankly,

I was confused up until fairly recently, which | think
shed light on this, to say yes, it's nore focused, ny
criticismis nore focused, and | think it would be

hel pful if | explained why I was confused.

Through this particular proceedi ng, Qwest has
used the termRT in a framework or in a way that |I'm not
used to defining it as as one skilled in the art, and as
a matter of fact, Qmest kind of supports -- Quwest
supports that with an ex parte filing that they nade
before the FCC in CC Docket 96-9898-147 on May 31st,
2000. This is a publicly available document. And there
Qnvest, US West at the time, clarified for the FCC what
could be confused, and it was a page marked what is

meant by the termrenote termnal, that there are nmany
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different types of cabinets in the outside plant network
such as DLC, rempte termninal cabinets, feeder

di stribution interface cabinets, service ternina
cabinets, and nore. Many of these are referred to as
renote termnals.

The standard industry use of the termrefers
to the cabinet on the field side of a DLC system the
DLC rempte terminal. And what's become nore clear to ne
is that many tines in this proceeding Qvwest has referred
to | believe what | would nore properly classify as a
renote DSLAM as bei ng an RT.

So ny criticismhere and the reason why |
focused on Tl1l's, copper T1's being used to serve DLC
renote termnals, was with the general understanding
that every tine Qwest said RT, they were tal king about a
renote terminal digital loop carrier. It is true that
there is some deploynent of T1's on copper, but there
are two kinds of Tl's. There is the traditional T1,
whi ch, on copper, which has existed since the md 1950's
and which requires normally troubl esone repeaters every
5,000 feet and a new technol ogy, newer technol ogy,
call ed HDSL, which can be used for lines of T1 over
copper up to 12,000 feet. It can't go beyond 12, 000
feet without the use of an HDSL repeater, and you can

only use one of those, and then that will extend it out
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anot her 12,000 feet.

The other reason why | think it's inportant
to understand this copper fed technology is that first
of all, there are at least two -- there are actually
three different types of |oop. There's the all copper
| oop of less than 18,000 feet, and that's copper Covad
buys then. Then there's the | oops that are | onger than
18,000 feet, and | believe even in its recurring case,
Qnest has said the forward | ooking technology there is
fiber fed DLC. Then there are the enbedded | oops where
copper is longer than that. |It's not forward | ooking,
it's antiquated copper | oops.

But | believe when Qrvest has said RT fed by
T1, copper Tl's, they're referring to those extra | ong
| oops that are in the enbedded network that are not
served on the forward | ooking fiber fed digital |oop
carrier, and now Qnest is saying that they're going to
put a rempte DSLAM out there and connect that back to
the central office over copper Tl. So that's now ny
under st andi ng of where that is.

My understanding is that this case is limted
to costing that functionality, and regardl ess of whether
it's on antiquated copper Tl's, | think the correct
costing principle is based on the forward | ooki ng

network so that there's either a copper |oop no | onger
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than 18,000 feet, or it's a fiber fed DLC | oop for
anyt hing longer than that. And so having expensive
copper fed RTs, which | prefer to call renote DSLAMs,
that that cost is really not the right cost.

Q And you're aware that Dr. Cabe renoved from
his testinony that criticismof Qumest's unbundl ed packet
switching cost study or renpote terminal cost study?

A. Yes.

Q Okay. Let nme ask you about the testinony
that you give on page 9. You cite there to a recent
mar ket research report by RHK.  \Wen you say recent,

when was that market research report issued?

A Subj ect to check, | believe it was 2000.
Q Do you know by whom it was comr ssi oned?
A. No. RHK is an independent market research

firmthat sells its reports to the industry, and it's
been wi dely published in the Wall Street Journal. It's
a very well known tel ecommunications market research
tracking firm

Q Was this particular report published in the
Wall Street Journal to your know edge, or did you obtain
it sonme other way?

A. | obtained it -- this particular report was
an industry report that they sold.

Q And that's how you obtained it?
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A. One of ny clients purchased it.
Q Who was that?
A That was AT&T. | subsequently spoke to the

mar keting representative and gai ned pernission to use
the quotations that | use here.

Q Okay. Now in the question and answer above
that, above that reference to RHK, the |last sentence
di scusses the integrated DLC DSLAM as the forward
| ooki ng cost effective technology; is that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And you're not here to present investnent
costs for that technol ogy, are you?

A No, I'mnot. W' re hoping to seek nore
detail ed investnment information from Quwest, but we were
only given certain limted anounts of that. | generally
know the costs of that, but any of that know edge is
gai ned from personal involvenent in proceedings in which
t hose costs were considered confidenti al

Q Okay. And you have not presented a cost
study or analysis in your testinony where we could
revi ew those costs?

A No, | have not.

Q Ckay. Let's |look at page 11 of your
testimony, and there you refer to JCD-2, which is |

bel i eve now 2372; do you have that?
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A Yes, | do.
Q Can you identify that docunent; is that a

press rel ease?

A Yes, it is.

Q Okay. And was that issued by Alcatel to your
know edge?

A I"mjust checking to see if it was jointly
i ssued or if other conpanies are nanmed. | believe it

was issued by Alcatel, but if they name other conpanies,
wi t hout going through this in detail, if they do nane
any ot her conpanies, then it's normally considered a
joint release because it has to be cleared with anyone

t hey mention.

Q So it mght have been a joint release with
RHK?

A | see their name mentioned. | also see other
conmpani es nmentioned. But |'mnot sure because of the
general nature. They say Alcatel on the second page
2.2, Alcatel ADSL equi pnment is being actively depl oyed
by Bell Atlantic, SBC, Bell South outside the United
States and so forth and so on. | have seen other press
rel eases since then in which they claimthey also sel
their equi pnent to Qmest Comruni cati ons.

Q And going on to Exhibit 2373.

A I"'msorry, | don't have those nunbers.
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GCh, JCD 3.
Yes.

What is this docunent?

> O > O

This is a docunent that | obtained from

Al catel's Wb site in which they have a description of
how t heir equi pnment for ADSL, for digital |oop carrier
can readily handle ADSL as well as POTS within the sane
basic unit of a Light Span 2000 that has been around
since | believe 1992, thereabouts, that those systens
can be outfitted by putting in a couple of cards, and
that then allows themto serve both POTS and ADSL

Q Now this is not a technical data sheet for
any of the equipnment named in this docunment, is it?

A Well, it has a link to a data sheet, but this
particular one is the general sheet. And at the bottom
you will see it refers to the data sheets for both the
2000 and the 2012 systens.

Q And this is not a price list for that
product, is it?

A No, one can, at the Web site, can click on
those and view those al so.

Q Now | ooki ng at that docunment in nore detail
the end of the first paragraph and the beginning of the
second paragraph, that information contained there

i ndi cates that upgrades to an existing network to
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i nclude this equi pmrent would be necessary; is that
right?
A I"'mnot sure from-- if the word upgrade is

technically correct.

Q Addi ti ons?
A. I think they're specifically saying that it
requires a mni num of software release 10.1. 1In the

exhibit right after that they indicate that they're wel
into software release 11. So simlar to |like a Wndows
platform they're saying you have to have at |east
W ndows 98, they're saying you have to have at |east
release 10.1 and that it requires an ATM bank contro
unit. And actually there are two cards, they are
redundant, one is a backup. So it requires the
insertion of two cards and, of course, individual |ine
cards, but you need that in a DLC systemin any case.
think the npst inportant point is you can conplete --
you can change out the -- this architecture by sinply
having up to date software rel eases and putting in two
bank control wunits.

Q So what you're saying is that it would not
require a cabi net changeout?

A. Absolutely not, and that's the inportant
point that I'"'mtrying to make here is rather than having

a different concrete, a separate concrete pad, a
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separate steel cabinet, a separate power supply or power
hook up fromthe power conpany, w thout having all of
that, what you do is you replace two conmon cards and
then as many line cards as you need to provide as many
services as you need. It's just a -- it is a much nore
cost effective way of doing it primarily because you
don't have to start all over with the comopn costs of
the concrete pad and the cabi net and the whol e common
unit.

Q The next docunent that you have attached to

your testinony, JCD-4 or 2374, is that a product

br ochure?

A I think it would be fairly characterized that
way. | drew it down fromthe Internet site, but it
certainly looks like -- the original is in color, and it

sure | ooks |like a product brochure to nme. But it does
have a | ot of technical information that's typical of
hi gh tech tel econmuni cati ons networKks.

Q Al right. And on the fourth page there,
there is a list of additional sources for technical data
and product descriptions; is that right?

A "' mnot sure whether you count the first one.
Is that the one with the eyeball on it, or is it the one
with the picture of the earth on it?

Q Page 4 has got a little tiny 4 in the | ower
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1 | eft - hand corner
2 A Oh, okay, yes.
3 Q And so is that additional information that is

4 nmore technical and nore detailed that's avail able

5 t hrough each of those publications?

6 A. | would presune so.

7 Q Okay. And what's the | ast page?

8 A Page 5 or the --

9 Q Yeah.

10 A. The | ast page was the back sheet with their

11 logo on it.

12 Q Actually, page 5 is ny last page. And not to
13 unduly limt you, certainly you can give a conplete

14 answer, but | would prefer the short answer on the

15 description of page 5.

16 A So would I. | think | can summarize this by
17 saying this is the manufacturer's attenpt to inpart a

18 feeling that this is the nost widely flexible platform
19 for providing advanced services that could be depl oyed
20 by an ILEC, that it can be done in a scaler fashion, so
21 you can spend as little as you want or as nuch as you

22 want, and you really only have to pay for about as much
23 as you need without tearing everything down and buil di ng
24 it over again. |If that's a sufficiently detailed

25 answer, |'msatisfied with it.
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Q Thank you. On page 14 of your testinony,
which is where you discuss the exhibit we were just
tal ki ng about, at the bottom of the page there, you say,
no rational person would place separate sets of comon
equi pment at a renote termnal location. |If there were
al ready a set of commpn equi pnent at a renote term na
| ocation for POTS and the addition of an additional set
of common equi pnent for XDSL were the nobst cost
effective solution, why wouldn't a rational person do
t hat under those circunstances?

A I think | understand your question. | think
it's simlar to the statement | nake on page 12 where
allude to the original digital loop carrier, so to
speak, called Slick 96, which has been manufacture
di sconti nued since 1992, but there's still an enbedded
base of that equi pment out there, and that equipment can
not be upgraded by putting in two bank control cards,
whi ch | advocate here by describing the Al cate
equi pnment, which is one vendor, there are severa
others, that you just can't do that with a Slick 96.

Then | think that -- | believe that's simlar
to the exanple that you're giving me, and ny response to
that would be that there might -- it mght be |ess
expensive to put together sone kind of a tenporary fiXx,

but if I were -- if | were | ooking at a clean sheet of
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paper and | were laying it out using forward | ooking
technol ogy, then | would -- | would base it on the npst
cost effective solution, which would be not to have two
separate cabi nets standing there.

And | also say in ny testinony, and |I'm not
sayi ng that Qmest should be ordered to change out old
depreci ated equi pment, there's certainly -- they can do
-- they can have in place whatever they have, but we're
tal king here about the cost, and | believe the cost
shoul d be on a clean sheet of paper, what's the nost
cost effective way to do it, and there's no question in
my m nd that an engi neer woul d design a conbi nation
system

Q So you're not in your testinony attenpting to
drive a different type of deploynent in, excuse the
expression, inreal life; in other words, you're not
attenpting to -- you're not asking the Comri ssion to
order Qunest to deploy equi pment differently from how
it's deploying it, but rather only suggesting that the
costing nethodol ogy ought to be in accordance w th what
you were recomrendi ng?

A Coul d you repeat that question?

Q I don't think so. Well, | was trying to
break it into small pieces, but then it seened like a

nore conpl ete question longer. |I'mtrying to clarify
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t hat your recommendati ons here, and you may have al ready
done this, but that your recomendations are linmted to
what types of equi pnent Qwest shoul d assume for purposes
of costing and pricing these products and services, not
what types of equi pment Qwest should actually be
deploying in its network?
A That's correct.

MS. ANDERL: That's all | have, thank you.

JUDGE BERG All right.

Ms. Tennyson.

MS. TENNYSON: Thank you.

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON

BY MS. TENNYSON

Q Good afternoon, M. Donovan.
A Good afternoon.
Q Ms. Anderl had asked you about a line in your

testi mony at page 8 where you state that copper Tl's are
not considered forward | ooki ng technology. Is that
because copper Tl's are prone to errors whereas a
properly installed fiber fed T1 would not be error
prone?

A. Ceneral ly speaking, yes. Fiber cable is nore
reliabl e because water doesn't damage it and it damages

copper. It breaks less frequently, there's no question
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about it. Repeaters are points of weakness in the
network, and | think it's well known in the industry and
there's quite a bit of statistics on the FCC s ARM S
data base that fiber based systens are a tiny fraction
of the mai ntenance costs of copper based systens. So
yes, there are many reasons.

You used the word error, to me, error in T1's
technically neans byte error rates and things that we
don't want to go there. But they break nore often
they're not as reliable, and the custoner doesn't get as
good of service.

But in any case, it's been determ ned that
for the longer loops and in the way that we're using
renote DSLAMs here, you would only use them for those
really long loops. |It's already been pre -- it's
al ready been decided that fiber fed DLC, you know, is
the right way to go, not using sone other formof TI1.

Q Okay. There were sone questions of M. Cabe
about testing and forns of doing testings, and there
were -- there was a question that he had actually
referred to you, but | wanted to just sort of branch off
of one of Ms. Anderl's questions. There was reference
to a | oop back test; are you famliar with that ternf

A Yes, |I'mfamliar with several uses of that

term
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Ckay.
A Quite frankly, and nmaybe | could, you know,
explain it.
Q That woul d be hel pf ul
A I think it would be npbst instructive, and
will really keep this concise, but | think it helps if |

descri be what has been done over the course of the | ast
30 years on a POTS dial tone line and how I think
there's a direct parallel to what we're preaching here,
so to speak.

Al right.

For a long tine on a regular POTS line, a
custoner orders service, the night before the frane
technician lays in the cross connection between the
switch that provides the dial tone and the MDF, the main
distribution frane. |In the norning, usually before the
technician conmes in, the test can be run in what's
called MLT, nechani zed line testing, and soneone sitting
in Denver could trigger the switch here to performthat
test, because it's a renpte type testing. So it tests
that to see if there's anything obviously wong, but
then the technician goes out into the field to the
custoner's honme and | ooks for dial tone, nay do sone
tests, can actually dial in thenselves with a hand held

terminal and get the ML.T to do the test and work with
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them That way it doesn't require the frame technician
to stand by all the tine.

The parallel here is that the normal sequence
of events would be for Quest to lay in the cross
connection at the ICDF so that the Covad equi pnent, in
effect their switch, it's a data switch, it's a DSLAM
but it's a switch, that it's hooked up there first, and
then the loop is tested. And there are different ways
of doing that. What we're saying here or what |I'm
saying is that it's very cost effective to do testing
that way, and to charge Covad extra for it doesn't seem
to really make sense to ne at all. The alternative is
for this technician to go out in the field and to go up
on the line, and of course in this case you can't hear
dial tone because it's a data circuit so, but in any
case, he or she would go out there to the field, try to
do sone tests, but then would call up the central office
frame dispatch to let themknow, | need to test with a
frame technician. Then the frame technician cones,
finally cones on the line, and they're all talKking
together, and the frame technician puts the nmeter up
and the field technician is out there, and so the frane
technici an says, give me a short. And that neans he
sticks a screwdriver between the two lug nuts. And he

says, | see your short. That's inportant because it



5055

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

means there's continuity all the way back, all the way
out and all the way back wi thout any broken wires,
Wi t hout any broken cross connections.

Now i n the data responses, matter of fact the
one | think just before Dr. Cabe cane off the w tness
stand, related to the different tests that are perforned
by Qnest, and Qwest clainms to performa test to ensure
that there are no opens. Well, putting this short in
the field is the nost basic formof |oop back test there
is, and when Covad is requesting a | oop back test, that
it's ny understanding all Covad wants is, | see your
short so | know it goes all the way out there and they
have tested for the open.

Because what happens in fact is nost of the
probl enms that are being encountered are inconplete cross
connections along the way. W heard Dr. Cabe tal k about
the heat coil, the fuse. Well, actually, that couldn't
have happened if the test was done fromthe | CDF
because the ICDF is cabled to the main frane where this
heat coil is, and then that goes out to the field. So
if that test was done end to end, then they would have
found out that sonebody took the heat coil out in the
mddle. So there's a case where sonebody -- | don't see
how they coul d have done the test as they claimto have

done fromframe to NID and not have seen that open.
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So it's those kinds of problens tinme and tinme
agai n that has Covad concerned. They're willing to do
cooperative testing, and | think you can understand in
my parallel with the way things were done in the POTS
world why it's just not a strange way to build out a
| oop.

MS. TENNYSON: Ckay, thank you, | have

not hi ng further.

EXAMI NATI ON
BY JUDGE BERG

Q M. Donovan, in a small room | couldn't help
but notice you were here while Dr. Cabe was on the
stand. Do you recall a series of questions that | posed
to Dr. Cabe regardi ng ongoing testing of data
connections?

A Yes, | do.

Q And | will just kind of generally cover the
whol e range of the question and then give you a little
range to answer it as well. And it dealt with a
situation where if you accept that Qmest provides data
connections on a regular basis to its custoners, and
that part of a data line is that Qwaest in servicing in
its own custoners would provide or perform ongoi ng

testing, would then be a question of what kind of tests
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are relevant on an ongoi ng basis, and then if Qwest was
provi ding those tests to itself, wouldn't it do the sane
for Covad. And | think |I understand what Dr. Cabe was
sayi ng about the advantage of being able to performa
mechani zed test as the direct consequence of where the
line term nates or where it's connected. But certainly
if there's sonething el se about that that needs
anplification, you could al so conment on that.

A Certainly, I would be happy to. And by
ongoi ng testing, normally ongoing testing occurs because
a custoners calls up and says, you know, | can't connect
to the Internet. | think is that the exanple you're
tal ki ng about, and so a test needs to be done to find
out what's wrong?

Q Well, it would be even broader than that,
whet her or not in certain circunstances a carrier would
routinely perform ongoing tests of its own or whether
those tests include testing that's done as a result of a
troubl e report.

A Okay. Generally speaking, and the sinplest
exanple is a POTS line, that | believe every |ILEC has
used sonething called automatic line installation test,
ALIT, all capitals, and they have done that for as |ong
as they have had MLT, 30 years. And at night, normally

between 2:00 and 6:00 a.m, the switch will trigger a



5058

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

set of sequential tests of all the lines in an attenpt
to do preventative nmaintenance to see if any |ines show
up as defective on a proactive basis.

For the mpbst part, unless you're talking
about extrenely high speed data |ines, that kind of
proactive testing is not done on data |ines for fear
that the attenpt to do that test may cause a hit on the
data line and the | oss of data, and it could be a bank
transmtting, you know, deposit information and so
forth. So they generally don't try to do that w thout
the custonmer's know edge on a proactive preventative
mai nt enance basi s.

So for data lines, it's usually done because
a custoners calls up and says, | don't think it's not
really working at the right speed or |I'm dropping the
line or I'mhaving trouble with the Internet. Wen that
happens, then. |In the case of a Qwest custoner, then
the Qnest testing facility will use sone form of renote
testing capability simlar to M.T where they have nore
sophi sticated ones for their data testing.

In the case of a Covad custoner conpl aining
that something's not quite right, and both from speaking
with technical people at Covad as well as actually
having a Covad |ine nyself and having it go down,

although in a different part of the country, by the way
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it wasn't Covad's fault, but the first thing that
happens is that Covad's testing facility asks or sends
an E-mail or contacts the custonmer and says, please cal
my 800 nunber, which | did, and they said, okay, unplug
everything fromyour nodem now, turn it off, turn it on,
what do you see on the lights. And the Covad technician
says, | see your nmobdem you know, it's clear fromthere,
or I"'mseeing a crossed battery or a short circuit or
there's sonething wong with the | oop

Now what happens after that is they generally
call, in this area, they would call Qwest and say, |
have a trouble report, and they then go into a form of
cooperative testing. What usually happens is the first
thing that's done is that a technician in the Quest
central office will get on line with the Covad tester
and basically put a short on the pair, | see your short,
it's good until the main franme or it's good until the
ICDF and it's good up to here, it nust be outdoors.

And then so usually sonetine after that, they
di spatch a technician out to the field. And once again
at that point in tinme, Qwest can either tear open the
cross connection in the central office and work one on
one, or it can use the renpte testing facility that
Covad can do until they get all the way out there to the

poi nt where the Qaest technician is just about | ooking
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at the flashing Iights on the nodem and they find out
where is the problem And if it's Qaest's problem then
they will fix the loop or they'll change the |oop to

anot her facility that is not broken

Q Thank you.
A You' re wel come.
Q And just as sort of another infornmationa

guestion, what is it you see when there's a short, is
there a drop off in the current?

A There's a nmeter which is called a home neter,
and it actually usually has a little double A battery in
it, and it sends it out, and the nmeter just deflects to
show all of a sudden as the short is put on, the meter
just pegs over to one side. And when it's taken off, it
shows clean and open. So it's really a -- it sees if
that 1 1/2 volt battery voltage goes all the way out,
comes all the way back. It's a very sinple test.

JUDCE BERG All right, thank you.

Ms. Anderl, parallel to what we did with
Dr. Cabe, if you have other cross-exam questions at this
time, maybe you woul d pose those before we proceed to
redirect.

MS. ANDERL: | do not.

JUDGE BERG All right.

MS. ANDERL: I'minterested in some things he
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said, but they're not cross questions.

JUDGE BERG All right. Well, mybe you will
have a chance after redirect.

Ms. Doberneck

MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you. | have two

guestions and potentially a follow up question or two.

REDI RECT EXAMI NATI ON
BY Ms. DOBERNECK

Q M . Donovan, in response to one of
Ms. Anderl's questions, you used the phrase that you can
change out the architecture with two cards in connection
with the Al catel product. Wen you use the phrase
change out, what do you nean?

A. By change out | nean unlatch and pull out a
smal|l printed circuit board card that's about, oh, maybe
15 inches I ong and about 8 inches high, and pull that
out of a slot and slide the other one into the slot and
click it honme, and then the card sequences and goes into
a self test nmode, and then the green light lights after
about 45 seconds. It's self tested, the system
recogni zes it's there, and knows that it changes its
architecture.

Q For a lay person who is not as technically

sophi sticated as you, could | analogize it, for exanple,
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to putting a disk in ny CD player? | nean is it as
sinple as that, or is it nmore conplicated? |'mtrying
to get a --

A Well, a CD player, the door closes all by

itself, but it's kind of like putting a Nintendo
cartridge in a Nintendo gane nmchi ne.

Q Okay, great. M other question, M. Ander
had a few questions for you about your testinony at page
9 regarding the integrated DLC DSLAM

A Yes.

Q And when we're tal king about an integrated
DLC DSLAM are you referring to NGDLC, which is next
generation digital |oop carrier?

A. Yes, | amgenerally. Actually NGDLC was a
mar ket i ng phrase coi ned by Al catel back around 1992.
wondered what they were going to call the next one, and
apparently in my Exhibit 4 they have come up with |
think new world digital |loop carrier. But yes, I'm
general |y tal ki ng about NGDLC.

Q You al so stated in response to one of
Ms. Anderl's questions that you had know edge from
participation in a proceeding invol ving NGDLC regardi ng
the i nvestnment costs for that particular type of
equi pnent; is that correct?

A Yes.
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Q And | understand you also said it was
confidential, so please don't disclose anything. Do you
have know edge of what Qwmest has said its costs per
subscriber is for its renote DSLAM depl oyment ?

A. Yes, actually, | had to kind of take a couple
of things together in order to calculate what it is. 1In
that ex parte filing that | nmentioned before that was
filed before the FCC, they indicate, and it may al so be
a nunber filed here, I'mnot sure, but they say that the
distribution area is generally 150 to 200 living units.
And so if | take the mid point and say it's 175 per
renmote DSLAM and the Weidenbach affidavit indicates --
' mnot sure whether the investnment nunber is
proprietary.

MS. ANDERL: (Shaking head.)

A The $90, 000 i nvestnment per DSLAM i ncl udi ng
construction, that comes out to $514 per subscri ber
And | believe that's because the renote DSLAMsS are not
| ocated near the digital |oop carrier renote term nal
They're out by the FDI, and so you end up with tinier
universes to serve. In contrast, SBC has said inits
i nvestor briefing that they have an average of 700
subscribers per renote ternminal, in this case, they do
mean DLC renote ternminal, using this NGDLC technol ogy,

and that their average cost is $86,000 for both
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upgr adi ng and adding, which is very simlar to the

$90, 000, but when you divide the $86,000 by 700, you get
$123 per subscriber versus $514 per subscriber because
they have concentrated and used the nore cost efficient
t echnol ogy.

MS. DOBERNECK: And for purposes of the
record, Ms. Weidenbach's affidavit is Exhibit 2080.

I have no further questions. Thank you very
much, M. Donovan.

MS. ANDERL: Not hing el se.

JUDGE BERG All right.

Al right, M. Donovan, thank you very much
for your patience and for appearing here. You're
excused fromthe witness stand and fromthe proceeding
at this point.

THE W TNESS: Thank you very nmuch, Your
Honor .

JUDGE BERG. You're wel come, sir.

Let's be off the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

(Hearing adjourned at 3:20 p.m)



